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Executive Summary

Cameroon’s Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife (MINFOF) and the Association Sanguia Baka Buma’a
Kpode (ASBABUK) (stated to represent all Baka communities living around the Lobeke, Nki
-North and South sectors, and Boumba-Bek National Parks) are both parties to a memorandum of

understanding (MoU) signed in February 2019.

The core objective of the MoU is to restore Baka access to and
use of key biological and cultural resources within the confines of
the three protected areas. The MoU also specifies that the parties
will collaborate in three broad areas: developing and managing
National Parks and their environs; safeguarding and promoting
local communities’ rights; and capacity building.

This evaluation finds that 20 years after the creation of Lobeke
National Park and over two years after the MoU was signed, Baka
communities still do not have access to their traditional territories.
Despite the good intentions of different actors, the MoU has been
poorly implemented to date: community access arrangements

have not been established; consultative bodies appear to have
limited functionality or effectiveness; Baka communities have little
knowledge of, understanding of, or faith in the MoU process, and
ASBABUK - one of the two parties to the MoU - knows only a little
more.

The key findings of the evaluation are as follows:

¢ The central commitment under the MoU - the development
of annual action plans to enable community access - has
not been met. An annual action plan dated August 2021 was
finally shared with the evaluation team in December 2021".
Unfortunately, it does not contain further detail on specific
community access rights, as is required by the MoU.

*  Communities have not experienced any actual improvements in
access to the Park.

e The consultative body for LNP has held two meetings in
Moloundou and Salapoumbe, in 2019 and 2021 respectively.”

e Awareness and understanding of the MoU remains extremely
low in communities, despite subsequent awareness-raising
activities carried out by WWF and other actors, and levels of
distrust of conservation actors (and the MoU process)
remain high.

1 SeeAnnex5.

» Itwasreported that ASBABUK has developed a strategy to
implement the MoU, with support from CEFAID, although
ASBABUK did not mention this directly to the evaluation team.
‘While this is an initiative to be applauded, whose effective
implementation should be supported by development partners,
it must be noted that the key responsibility for implementation
of access requirements of the MoU rests with MINFOF, and
without action by MINFOF real implementation will
remain elusive.

e Multiple respondents to the evaluation - including
communities, CSOs and government — recognised that Baka
access to resources is being significantly affected not only by the
Parks, but also by other effective restrictions in place (and risks
of violence) in surrounding areas that are under the control of
forestry or safari companies. Lack of access to these areas has a
knock-on effect for access to park areas since they act as a buffer
which community members cannot pass through in order to
reach the Park. The effectiveness of any access arrangements to
the Park hinges on a solution also being found for access in and
through these buffer zones.

« Prolonged lack of access to the Parks has limited Baka practice
of' various traditional activities - this has had negative impacts
on the transmission of cultural and ecological knowledge to
younger generations (among other things). Despite this, Baka
communities continue to express a strong commitment to the
conservation of the forest and its ecosystem and have expressed
the desire to explore ways to be more involved in
park management.

There is some indication that there has been a reduction in
violence by eco-guards against Baka community members around
the LNP, although there have still been some isolated incidents?.
Since Baka communities are still reticent to enter the forest, it

is difficult to assess to what extent this apparent reduction is
because Baka communities are no longer accessing Park areas (and
therefore not crossing paths with eco-guards), and how much is
due to improved behaviour by eco-guards. It seems likely that both
are playing a part.

2 While a consultative body has been formally created in Boumba-Bek, ASBABUK claims no meetings have been held (although this has not been

confirmed).

3 For example, in May 2020 six eco-guards physically abused four Baka men in the vicinity of the Park. This case was reported to and addressed by Park
management. It was judged that: “the ecoguards acted in violation of the ethical and disciplinary code, Article 18, which prohibits inflicting bodily harm,
robbing, raping or in any way torturing apprehended persons.” (Incident report)
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Introduction

Protected areas have long been created in Cameroon with little or no regard to the customary rights of
indigenous peoples (IPs) to their territories and resources,* which are not fully recognised or protected

under national law.®

The result has been the exclusion of IPs from their lands in
violation of the international human rights law obligations of the
Republic of Cameroon. Often this exclusion has been accompanied
by, or resulted in, other significant human rights violations,
including serious physical abuse by eco-guards.® Protected areas
have continually created tensions between conservation goals

and local land use objectives and traditions. While most protected
areas have the stated aim not only to protect plants and animals
but also to preserve and enhance local livelihoods, in reality they
have significantly limited traditional resource use and restricted
traditional livelihood sources, such as subsistence hunting for IPs,
and have had detrimental effects on human rights.

Lobeke National Park:

Lobeke, Boumba-Bek and Nki National Parks are all in the East
Region of the country, within the Moloundou, Salapoumbe and
Ngoyla sub-divisions, and represent a total area of over 765,471
hectares of forest (see box below).® All three parks were created
on the customary forest lands of Baka communities, who relied
significantly upon these lands and forest resources for their
livelihoods. The parks were created without their consent, and
no compensation was paid to them for the encumbrance on these
lands. Until recent efforts detailed below, Baka communities had
no formal rights of access and use in these areas. Out of necessity
and cultural affinity, many Baka continued to use areas in the parks;
some, deprived of their legitimate livelihood activities (including
hunting), became involved in poaching (almost always at the
behest of non-Baka, and taking on the riskiest roles — as hunters

- for very little reward). Both these activities led to clashes with
eco-guards and in some cases to serious physical abuse.’ This had
the effect of significantly deterring Baka use of the park areas and
generated further material and cultural impoverishment.

The Lobeke National Park was created in 2001 and forms part of a cross-border conservation initiative known as the Sangha
Tri-National (TNS), together with the Dzanga Sangha (Central African Republic) and Nouabale Ndoki (Republic of Congo)
national parks. The LNP covers an area of 217,854 hectares and is surrounded by industrial logging concessions and sports

hunting concessions. It is biologically very diverse with a rich wildlife and plant resources. Many of these species are endemic

to the area and the park has one of the highest concentrations of African forest elephants and gorillas. The greatest threats to

the park are considered to be poaching and illegal exploitation of timber in the periphery of the park.

4 Thisreport relates particularly to indigenous peoples, although other non-indigenous traditional communities with collective customary rights are
also often affected by the creation of protected areas (sometimes in different ways). These traditional communities (often called “local communities™)
have their own distinct rights that should also be respected, protected and fulfilled by the Government of Cameroon, but this topic is beyond the scope of

this report.

5 IWGIA. Indigenous Peoples in Cameroon. https://www.iwgia.org/en/cameroon/3791-violence,-corruption,-and-false-promises-conservation-and-

the-baka-in-cameroon.html

6 Clarke, C.2019.In and Around Cameroon’s Protected Areas: A rights-based analysis of access and resource use agreements between Indigenous
Peoples and the State. Forest Peoples Programme. September 2019. https://www.forestpeoples.org/sites/default/files/documents/In%20and %20

Around%20Cameroons%20Protected%20Areas-ENG-final.pdf

7 Lambini, C. K., Bayer, J. M., Beyer, T., Engelbrecht,K., Hokan, M., Kiewitt, Y., Mielich, N., Stobesand, H. 2019. Conflicts, participation and co-
management in protected areas A case study of Lobéké National Park, Cameroon. Centre for Rural Development (SLE) Berlin SLE PUBLICATION

SERIES.

www.fondationtns.org/en/lobeke-national-park/ and https://whc.unesco.org/fr/listesindicatives/6308/

C Clarke (2019), op. cit., p 8; S Nounah and A Perram (2019). De la coupe aux lévres : le CLIP dans la Réserve de faune de Ngoyla au Cameroun, p 7;
Report of the Independent Panel of Experts of the Independent Review of allegations raised in the media regarding human rights violations in the
context of WWE’s conservation work (2020). Embedding Human Rights in Conservation : From Intent to Action, https://wwfint.awsassets.panda.org/
downloads/independent_review___independent_panel of_experts__final report_24_nov_2020.pdf, esp pp. 46-50
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As a step towards reducing the conflict between human

rights and conservation in these parks, on February 26, 2019,
Cameroon’s Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife (MINFOF) and
the Baka association, Sanguia Baka Buma’a Kpode (ASBABUK) —
“representing”’ Baka communities living in and around Lobeke
and Boumba-Bek National Parks and the north and south sectors
of Nki National Park - signed a memorandum of understanding
(MoU) intended to provide access rights for Baka communities to
the three parks. That MoU has now been in place for two years.

This report sets out an independent evaluation conducted by FPP
and Okani, based on a proposal submitted to LNP management
(at their invitation) and funded by the Fondation Tri-National
de la Sangha (FTNS), of the implementation of the MoU to date,
as well as two related issues: community understanding of Park
management arrangements, and Baka perspectives on future
co-management arrangements in the three protected areas.

The evaluation is forward looking, assessing the strengths and
weaknesses in the implementation process as well as exploring
additional options for collaboration between Baka communities
and conservation actors.

As explained further below, because of limited resources the
evaluation has focussed almost exclusively on implementation of
the MoU in relation to Lobeke National Park. The structure of the
report is as follows. Part 1 explains Baka perspectives on Lobeke
National Park and conservation more broadly. It includes Baka
views on the impacts the Park has had on their communities but
focuses especially on Baka attitudes towards conservation and the
forest, and some of their ideas and thoughts on future collaboration
in conservation activities. Part 2 examines more concretely the
implementation of the MoU to date, based principally on document
review as well as stakeholder interviews, and sets out the reports
key findings. The final section summarises the findings and sets
out some recommendations from the evaluation team on how to
improve MoUs, and more broadly collaboration between Baka
communities and other conservation actors.

Community meeting at Yenga.
Photo credit: Charles-Jones NSONKALI

10 Asdiscussed in Clarke, C.2019. In and Around Cameroon’s Protected Areas: A rights-based analysis of access and resource use agreements
between Indigenous Peoples and the State. Forest Peoples Programme. September 2019, ASBABUK was nominated for the purpose apparently for
administrative convenience (as one of the few Baka organisations in the area), rather than because it had a mandate to represent communities in this

process.
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Methodology

This evaluation employed a mixed methods approach consisting of document review, individual
interviews and focus group discussions. To guide the interviews and focus group discussions, question

guides were prepared in advance and validated by FTNS.

The evaluation was focussed exclusively on Lobeke National

Park (LNP). The scope of this evaluation did not allow for a full
review of all three parks subject to the MoU. The choice to focus

on LNP was made for various reasons. Firstly, the evaluation was
supported by FTNS (after a request by the LNP Conservator)
whose focus and funding relate specifically to LNP in Cameroon,
within the Sangha Tri-National zone. Secondly, FPP and Okani
have a history of engagement with communities around this park
and have a good understanding of the actors and the context, as
well as existing relationships with several of the communities. The
latter, in particular, facilitated better and more frank community
discussions. Thirdly, ASBABUK, the Baka Association that

signed the MoU, is located in the vicinity of LNP and works most
closely with communities there. Finally, Lobeke is visibly the best
resourced of the three Parks (and the one which appears to have
benefited from the most engagement from civil society actors - it
was, for example, only Lobeke that was initially to sign the MoU, with
Boumba-Bek and Nki added only at the last minute): as such, it likely
represents the best / most advanced implementation scenario.

A field trip for data collection was carried out between February
22 and March 12 2021 by FPP and Okani. A list of respondents and
communities visited is presented in the Annexe. A diverse array of
actors were interviewed for this evaluation, including government
officials, national and international civil society organisation

staff, community-based organisations, and community members.
Seven (07) community meetings were held with a total of sixteen
(16) different communities represented. Different reasons

guided the choice of communities for this evaluation, including
geographical location around the LNP and access limitations faced
by communities.

The primary data collected from interviews was analysed mainly
through thematic coding. This was complemented by review of
the background documentation provided by FTNS and other
stakeholders, as well as publicly available information from other
(online) sources. Feedback was also received from different
stakeholders during a meeting in Bertoua in October 2021, where
FPP presented preliminary findings", following which additional
documents were provided for review. This report reflects a
synthesis of the analysis which emerged from this process.

11 Meeting participants included representatives from FTNS, WWF, MINFOF, KfW, GIZ, ASBABUK, RACOPY, CEFAID, Mandala Centre International,

SASO Mouloundou, Lobeke NP Conservator, Okani and FPP.



9 Indigenous Peoples’ Access and Participation in Lobeke National Park

14900t 1430

15%00° 15930 16500

400

3730

[~4°00*

3°30°

3°00" [~3°00*
2930 [~2°30"
2°00* [<2°00"
T T T T T
14700 14°30° 15°00° 15930" 16°00'
- Parc National de Boumba Bek
o ds Lobit ® Village ou wille "

- Rarc Netiow Lokicke AV Route nationale pnncipale A/ Limite Départementale +

- Parc National de Nki /V Route nationale secondaire .~ Limite d'Arvondissement

- Forét de production A Route forestiere principale ./ Frontiére internationale 1%0 Km

[[_]zone Agroforestiere Source : WWE CCPO, JSEFP, 2006

Source: MINFOF 2014

Limitations

Despite the fact the MoU in question covers three protected areas,
the terms of reference for this evaluation focused specifically on
MoU implementation around the Lobeke National Park. As such,
the evaluation team did not seek input from Baka communities
in the vicinity of Nki and Boumba-Bek National Parks, nor was
any substantial document review or stakeholder interviews
undertaken in relation to these Parks. Consequently, a broader
view of the problem and an understanding of the extent of these
issues in other protected areas covered in the MoU cannot

be assessed here. However, as explained above, we consider
implementation is not likely to be significantly more advanced

in either of these Parks than it is in LNP. We consider therefore
that although it focuses on only one Park, this evaluation gives

an indication of the implementation challenges that are likely

to be applicable in all three Parks. It is important going forward,
however - as per our recommendations - that targeted efforts are
made specifically to support and include Baka communities in the
vicinity of all three Parks in consultations and negotiations.
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Part 1: Baka Perspectives on National Parks - Impacts and ways

forward

Baka communities are traditionally (and mostly still) hunter-gatherers and have a unique attachment to

and dependence on the forest, which is central to their culture®. Asisevidenced from the discussions set

out below, the Baka generally wish to maintain their traditional spiritual and livelihood practices.

However, Baka communities face many challenges in doing

so. Beyond the loss of forest use and access — which is a major
constraint - they also suffer from the devaluation of their culture
and consequent discrimination and exploitation by other groups.
Baka communities face difficulties co-habiting with Bantu
groups® in the area. Bantu communities often have a relationship
of dominance with neighbouring Baka communities, which

is reinforced by administrative arrangements that recognise
Bantu chiefdoms that govern both Bantu and Baka communities.
Tribalism and physical abuse are common at the hands of
government eco-guards and private safari hunting guards, who are
also often Bantu. Effective access and use arrangements, and more
broadly effective participation by Baka in conservation activities,
including co-management, need to navigate these challenges.

This section sets out the perspectives of Baka communities around
the LNP vis-a-vis their environment and the Park management,

as well as exploring ways forward for more inclusive and rights-
respecting park management. Discussions on this section include
only data gathered from interviews with ASBABUK and Baka
communities around LNP.

1.1 Principal difficulties within communities

All communities as well as ASBABUK reported that the main
difficulty communities face is poverty. Baka are traditional hunter-
gatherer communities and their main activities around the LNP
are hunting, gathering of non-timber forest products (NTFP),
fishing, and, to alesser extent, agriculture. These activities are
carried out mainly for subsistence purposes, but surplus can be
commercialised to enable the purchase of basic livelihood goods,
clothes, soap, cooking oil, medicines and to pay tuition for their
children’s education. Although NTFPs are abundant in the LNP
and its periphery, alack of knowledge of how to conserve and
process products, non-mastery of national markets and very bad
forest-to-market roads has generally reduced financial yields
communities get from their collection and commercialisation.
Added to this difficulty, is the presence of internal migrants (mostly
from the Northern and Northwest Regions of Cameroon), who
have established themselves in communities to carry out petty
trading. These petty traders — who have better links with markets
- are the primary (monopsony) buyers of NTFPs (e.g. njangsang,
bush mango, medicinal herbs, etc.) and fish products (particularly
shrimps around Mambele). Communities deplore the very low
prices paid by these buyers - in some cases, NTFPs are exchanged

for basic food items like rice, salt, or cooking oil — who tend to re-
sell with huge profits. In the view of communities, there is no Baka
infrastructure around the LNP to help communities benefit more
directly and equitably from the exploitation of forest products
around them.

Countering this perspective, LNP management and WWF point
to some benefits that have been provided, including facilitating
the obtention of community forests for some Baka communities
around the LNP. An example is the community forest jointly
owned by Mambele and Yenga communities managed by the
Association pour la Solidarité et le Développement Equilibré des
Bakas de Yenga et Mambele” (ASDEBYM). An interview with the
President of ASDEBYM confirms this: the President states that the
communities recently benefitted from three lodgings constructed
from revenue from the community forest in 2020. However, the
President also reported that the revenue from community forests
is not enough to alleviate the poverty the Baka face, which has
been exacerbated by restrictions imposed by conservation, and
the broader perspective of Baka communities that there is no
infrastructure for equitable benefit sharing likely reflects this
reality. Faced with such hardship, several Baka have turned to
working for neighbouring Bantus as clearing, planting and harvest
hands, working in artisanal gold mines and a very small number
have at times been employed by the Park management during
monitoring and inventory expeditions as guides (boussoliers) and
carriers, often for very meagre pay.

12 For further discussion see, e.g., Tchoumba and Nelson. 2006. Protecting and encouraging customary use of biological resources by the Baka in the west
of'the Dja Biosphere Reserve Contribution to the implementation of Article 10(c) of the Convention on Biological Diversity. Forest Peoples Programme.

pp. 17-25.

13 Predominantly Bangando and Bakwélé in the study area.
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Another major concern within communities, notably raised

by ASBABUK, is that of poaching. From the Baka perspective,
poaching poses a problem because it exposes Baka communities to
anti-poaching brigade searches (of both LNP eco-guards and Safari
guards), including in their homes and forest camps. Some of these
instances have involved physical violence, destruction of forest
camps, cooking pots, and other camping materials**. Community
members from Zega reported that Safari guards often fire gunshots
around their village to scare communities from entering the forest.
Some participants reported high levels of poaching in the LNP and
its periphery and explained how the Baka have frequently been
wrongly accused because they are “easy targets.” However, not
every ASBABUK member thought that the Baka were innocent of
poaching. Some thought the Baka were complicit in some of these
acts, mostly due to naivety or blind loyalty to (or fear of) their
Bantu neighbours. It should however be noted that Baka feel the
hunting rules are too strict. Whilst they are aware that all forms

of unlawful hunting are considered poaching by the authorities,
most would make a distinction between illegal subsistence hunting
in accordance with their traditional methods (which they think
should be allowed) and poaching as part of an organised enterprise
to hunt and sell endangered animals.

The problem is that the Baka are poor, and they
surrender to the Bantu. The Bantu also approach
the Baka and become accomplices. If you find a Baka
in prison [it is due to] complicity with the Bantu.
They do commercial hunting instead of subsistence
hunting. The Baka surrender easily to the Bantu.

Adjina Ernest, President of ASBABUK

1.2 Changes brought about by the creation of the LNP

The LNP was created by Presidential decree in 2001 and is co-
managed by MINFOF and WWF. Its main operational activity is
anti-poaching, which seeks to target both small-scale (local) and
large-scale (professional) poaching. An in-depth study into LNP
co-management conducted in 2019 concluded that the Park’s
anti-poaching strategy is not effective: “poaching in the Lobéké
area has not decreased, and measures to combat illegal hunting
are inadequate or absent.””® This conclusion is supported by
wildlife population trends within the LNP - for example, elephant
populations decreased by 51% between 2002 and 2015'. These
population trends are reflected across the three parks for both
elephants and great apes (WWF 2017).

Only a small portion of ASBABUK members thought the creation
of Lobeke National Park had led to a reduction of poaching
activities in and around the Park. The rest thought that forest
logging operations, mining and other forest uses had created clear
and easy access routes for poachers to enter and leave the Park at
their convenience. However, the creation of the Park has increased
surveillance of the forest and anti-poaching patrols have also
increased, which has meant that, regardless of whether poaching
has reduced, the negative effects on Baka communities have
increased due to increased exposure to eco-guards.

Lobeke National Park
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14 Cases of eco-guard abuse have been well-documented, see for example: Report of the Independent Panel of Experts of the Independent Review of
WWTE’s conservation work (2020). Embedding Human Rights in Conservation: From Intent to Action, pp. 46-50

15 Lambini C. K. et al 2019, pp. vi-vii and, for further discussion, see pp. 43-60.

16 WWF (2017). WWF BIOMONITORING REPORT: The status of Forest Elephant and Great Apes in Central Africa priority sites. https://
d80g3k8vowjyp.cloudfront.net/downloads/The_status_of_Forest_Elephant_and _Great_Apes_in_Central Africa_priority_sites.pdf
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Source : WWE, 2017: https://d80g3k8vowjyp.cloudfront.net/
downloads/The_status_of_Forest_Elephant_and Great_Apes_in_
Central _Africa_priority_sites.pdfp. 36-39

The vast majority of ASBABUK members and communities
reported that the creation of the Park has limited the practice

of different traditional activities and rights in the forest. The
restricted access has not been beneficial: people lack meat to

eat, children are no longer schooled in the forest and traditional
practices like moulongo, maka, yeli, moukato, mambato, and
djoboko, etc. are gradually disappearing. Communities complained
that they have been forced to organise Ejengi rites in the village
and initiating their children in the village rather the forest. Some
community elders say this is not the real Baka culture. Some
community members reported that in the past, when there were
Ejengi rites in the village, eco-guards would start searching for
elephant meat in people’s houses. But this eco-guard attitude has
reportedly stopped since the MoU was signed.

Communities also report that since the creation of the Park there
has been an increase in crop damage by elephants, who now come
right behind homes to destroy crops. The general sense from
communities is that they are happy to know that there are still
elephants in the forest but would prefer them to stay far from
communities and not to destroy what has been planted for
human consumption.””

‘When communities were asked if the creation of the LNP had
improved their lives in any way, there was a categorical denial in all
communities visited.

The creation of the Park has not improved anything
inmy life, it has made it worse. I can’t access the
forest like my parents used to. When they [eco-
guards and Safari guards] find us in the forest,

they beat us up, break our pots and destroy all our
belongings.

A Baka woman from Mambele

We already have big boys in the villages. They
don’t even know how to track animals or how to
spot honey. The Park has greatly impacted our
traditional knowledge. Our women are forced to
fish only in waters close to the villages, which are
mostly overexploited and do not have enough of the
resources we seek.

A Baka elder from Yenga Kenga
1.3 Responsibilities towards the forest

ASBABUK and communities alike felt they had a responsibility
towards the LNP and its periphery, which stems from the fact that
their fathers and forefathers used these spaces and passed over
these lands to them to continue enjoying its riches. Communities
believe they are keepers of the forest, and that their traditional
activities are compatible with forest continuity, ensuring the forest
is not destroyed. Some communities felt that even though their
entry into the forest is restricted, the fact that the forest still exists
gives them hope.

Many of us were born in the forest. Even now that we
live in the villages by the roadside, some women still
prefer to give birth in the forest than the hospitals

so that the baby could have the smell of the forest
and be recognised by the forest. If this forest is
destroyed, we lose everything: our being, culture,
and livelihood.

A Baka woman from Libongo

17 See Lambini C. K. et al 2019, p. 125 for further discussions of human-wildlife conflict around LNP. The study concluded that: “The lack of appropriate
prevention and mitigation strategies [to address H-W conflict] contributes to a feeling of helplessness and anger among the local population. The park

management is yet to elaborate a holistic response strategy.” p. xi.
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Some communities decried the abusive way the forest is used these
days (even by some Baka) which is contrary to the sustainable

way of life of Baka, for example: uncontrolled bush fires, chemical
poisoning of water during fishing, indiscriminate logging,
overhunting, and poaching were commonly cited as activities that
easily degrade the forest and that Baka should not be part of such
practices. There was, however, a reluctant admission that Baka are
sometimes complicit in some of these acts.

Communities explained that they have certain hunting practices
and knowledge of animal ecology that may not be approved of by
conservation services but that communities believe are beneficial
for animal populations. An example is selective hunting which
communities think helps regulate or balance animal populations.

When we go into the forest, we do not hunt just any
kind of animal, we protect all animals and can

only hunt solitary males. For example, when we
organise Ejengi, we look for those solitary males to
kill. However, when they are part of a group/herd

we do not kill such because they are important for
procreation. The solitary males are generally old or
wounded animals that become a burden to the herd
and are generally rejected or excluded from the herd.

A Baka man from Yenga Port Gentil

1.4 Knowledge of hunting, fishing, and gathering rules in
the LNP

The rules applying to community hunting, fishing and gathering in
Cameroon are complex and vary depending on the classification
of the land area, and the exact activity undertaken. Hunting and
fishing is generally more strictly regulated than

gathering activities.

Communities have traditional use rights (droits d’'usage) as set
out under the 1994 Forest Law. They have the right to exploit,
for personal use, forest, fauna and aquatic resources (subject
toregulations) - in areas of the national estate, that is, areas of
“unoccupied” land that have not been allocated by the State for
other use. In other areas, continuation of traditional use rights
depends on the type of land use, as well as the specific regime for
the parcel of land in question.

18 Article 82.
19 Article 83.
20 The new Management Plan (2020-2024) is currently being finalised.

National parks are considered State Forests under the 1994 Forest
Law and form part of the Permanent Forest Estate (PFE). Under
article 4 of the decree implementing the fauna regime, traditional
use rights do not arise in relation to any national parks or game
ranches. Even where traditional hunting is permitted, species
which are fully protected (Class A) or subject to hunting permits
(Class B) are excluded.

Fauna is classified into three classes — A, Band C.
Class A animals (comprising the most endangered
species) are totally protected and can only be killed
under specific conditions: (i) hunting by the service in
charge of wildlife, where animals constitute a danger
or cause damages to persons and/or property;'® or

(ii) by individuals, where this is urgently required

to protect life, livestock or crops AND proof of this

defence is provided to the nearest wildlife service
within 72 hours.’ Class B animals (less endangered
but still at risk) are protected and can only be hunted
with a hunting permit. Class C animals are partially
protected and can be hunted in accordance with other
regulations in force.

The Management Plan for LNP 2015-2019%° mentions that
communities will be able to use key resources within the Park
inside the “Community Zone” * (subject to various restrictions and
dependent upon written authorisation from the Conservator®?) and
that an MoU and “co-management” system should be in place by
2016 and 2019 respectively.*

Communities understand that there are certain prohibitions

with respect to hunting, gathering, and fishing within and around
the LNP. Some of these are learnt from years of warnings and
sensitisations from conservation services and NGOs operating

in the area, while others are inherent cultural norms that are
generally practiced by the Baka. It is common to see sensitisation
posters in villages illustrating what not to do in the forest, different
classes of animals and prohibited hunting techniques.

21 LNP MP, p. 94 : « Lazone communautaire a été établie par le Décret n° 2001/101/CAB/PM du 19 mars 2001 portant création du Parc National de
Lobéké, en son article 3. Elle est la zone d’exercice des « droits d’'usage des populations riveraines notamment de péche, de cueillette et de récolte des
plantes médicinales ». Elle est encore appelée « zone du lac Lobéké ». D’une superficie de 33 284 hectares, la zone du lac Lobéké est divisée en six

secteurs d’exploitation et un noyau de protection.»

22 LMP MP, p. 228.
23 LMP,MP, p. 103.
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Community members we spoke to were aware of the following
specific access and use restrictions within and around the LNP :

e Prohibition on hunting of Class A and B animals, by whatever
means. Communities displayed good knowledge of which
animals are included in which category.

e Prohibition on hunting with firearms and promotion of
traditional hunting with spears and machetes.

*  Promotion of the use of plant lianas or tiny cables for traps as
opposed to large cables capable of trapping a large animal.

e Prohibition on poisoning streams or rivers for fishing.

* Sustainable harvesting of tree barks for medicinal purposes is
permitted under certain circumstances and seasons.

*  However, community members did not make any reference to
the LNP “Community zone”, did not report having made use of
it, and in most cases did not even seem aware of its existence.

1.5 Management of the LNP

The LNP is co-managed by MINFOF and WWF Cameroon.
MINFOF is the decision-making authority and takes the lead

in planning activities, while WWF is the implementing partner,
providing both technical and financial support. The Park is
headed by the Conservator, a government employee, appointed by
MINFOF. The WWF team is headed by a Programme Manager.
LNP is financed predominantly through the FTNS - Sangha Tri-
National Trust Fund - along with other funds from, e.g., MINFOF
and WWF Germany.**

Communities knew very little about the structure or functions
of individuals within the LNP management and could not
differentiate between the roles and responsibilities of the two
Park management partners, MINFOF and WWEF. Generally
communities only mentioned the Conservator and eco-guards:
communities know that the Conservator is the head of all eco-
guards and the supreme authority at the LNP level, and that it is
the responsibility of eco-guards to supervise animal populations
and carry out anti-poaching patrols. ASBABUK also mentioned
that amongst the eco-guards, there is an ASMO’ (or assistant
monitoring) who oversees ecological monitoring. Other officials
mentioned by ASBABUK included the Project Manager of WWF

(known as the PM) whom they say leads the WWF team in Mambele.

1.6 LNP management: Baka involvement

The LNP’s Community zone (as set out in the Management

Plan) provides an avenue for participatory governance of 33 284
hectares of the LNP. As indicated above, however, this community
zone appears to be non-functional. Community members have
had limited opportunities to participate in LNP governance

and ASBABUK and Baka communities interviewed for this
evaluation did not believe they contribute in any way to the Park’s
management. Meetings held in communities by LNP staff have
often been for information or sensitisation purposes, but not to
consult or seek consent on anything concerning the Park. Although
ASBABUK acknowledge that some of their members have been
invited to decision-making instances (for example, the November
2019 consultative body meeting), they felt they could not
influence any outcomes in such meetings. Such settings generally
do not inspire Baka to speak their minds, surrounded by local
administrative officials and people in law-enforcement or military
uniforms.

Interestingly, ASBABUK members and Baka communities felt

that they would not be able to manage the Park on their own
without support from conservation services or other external
actors. They believe that if the conservation services leave the area,
forest resources would be depleted in a matter of months due to
poaching, mainly facilitated by the open access provided by logging
activities within surrounding Forest Management Units (FMUs).
Communities felt that it was important for the LNP to employ local
Baka people as eco-guards. This, they believe, would help improve
the relationship between Baka communities and eco-guards.

24 See Lambini C. K. et al 2019, pp. 29-62 for a discussion of LNP’s management challenges, and pp. 33-35 for a description of the Park’s funding
arrangements and deficit (e.g. : “The Trust Fund was established in 2007 with the aim to contribute to long-term financing of conservation and
eco-development in the TNS area. The current endowment of the trust fund was mainly provided by the German Federal Ministry for Economic
Cooperation and Development (BMZ) via KfW, and the French Development Agency (AFD), and amounted to € 49.4 million at the end of 2018 [...].”
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1.7 Baka culture and way of life

Both ASBABUK and community members interviewed for this
evaluation felt that the creation of the LNP has greatly limited their
forest activities and cultural practices. Although several cultural
activities like “Ejengi” celebrations are now carried out in the
villages, communities say it does not have the same significance as
when performed in the forest. They blame these access limitations
for the observed reluctance of some elders passing on traditional
knowledge to young people.

Some of the old people in the villages are reluctant to
partake in Ejengi celebrations or other traditional
initiations that we carry out in the villages. They
say it is a waste of time.... that it is not effective.

ASBABUK member

Communities felt that traditional Ejengi practices® have always
been beneficial to animal populations. Hunting during these
practices (and hunting in general) has targeted only old male
animals that the Baka believe do not provide any added value to the
species population. This, they believe, helps balance the population
of animals in the forest and contributes to the growth of species
numbers. Moreover, communities believe that forest regeneration
at abandoned camp sites is very important for certain animals that
tend to feed on new plants that grow after human habitation of the
site. Communities say these sites encourage the growth of wild
yams that communities can harvest later and that also serve as
food to many animals. ASBABUK members felt that the perception
of Baka people using the forest would be different if eco-guards and
conservation authorities understood the Baka culture and their
interactions with the forest.

We were born with the spirit of conservation, eco-
guards must understand that we cannot destroy the
Jforest by our own nature. The way we interact in the
Jorest is very sustainable. Baka always think of the
Juture when harvesting or collecting or hunting in
the forest.

An ASBABUK participant

1.8 Conclusion and assessment - there are real
opportunities for collaboration

Baka communities’ inputs into this process demonstrate real
opportunities for increased collaboration between Park authorities
(and other conservation actors) and Baka communities. It is

clear that Baka communities retain a strong commitment to

actual conservation of the forest and its ecosystem,; it is equally
clear however that they feel they have suffered serious negative
consequences as a result of the Park and continue to feel excluded
from existing Park management and conservation processes at
present.

The Baka are experts on these forest areas and the animals which
live in them and harnessing this knowledge through collaboration
could offer huge benefits both for the Park and for Baka
communities. This would require however a change in approach:
creating more flexibility and accessibility in Park arrangements,
recognising and respecting Baka rights and expertise, engaging
Baka communities regularly and sincerely in decision-making,
and genuinely accommodating their perspectives. Because of
their historical marginalisation and imposed practices which
have weakened their culture and governance systems, Baka
communities also need support to regenerate and organise
themselves. This should be a key priority for government and
conservation actors, as well as civil society organisations operating
in the area seeking to enhance inclusive conservation and
participatory governance.

25 Ejengiis the Forest Spirit, as Tchoumba & Nelson 2006 (p.30) write: “Initiation to Enjengui, central to the life of the Baka, provides men and the
community as a whole with access to the forest’s protection [...]. This ritual activity of initiation is fundamental to the development of the Baka
personality. Being unable to hunt elephant, either because of prohibition or because of the disappearance of the species, threatens a whole portion of

Baka culture.”
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Part 2: Implementation of the MoU

Bearing in mind these broader perspectives of the Baka on the LNP, the forest and conservation, this

section of the report turns to consider the implementation of the MoU, with a particular focus on how

effective it has been in facilitating Baka access to and use of their traditional forest resources within

the Park.

Itis important to bear in mind that the outbreak of the coronavirus
pandemic and the subsequent lockdown of some parts of the
country and several institutions in 2020 is likely to have slowed
down the implementation of the MoU and hindered some of

the planned activities. This may explain the little or no reported
activities in the year 2020. The evaluation team did not seek to
evaluate the impact of the pandemic on the MoU implementation
but recognises it almost certainly affected the process.

2.1 Background to the MOU

The MoU was intended primarily to provide legal access for Baka
communities, to counter the otherwise significant access and use
restrictions placed on them as a result of the creation of the Parks.
In fact, the consultation process for drafting an MoU for LNP
began in 2006*¢, more than 10 years before it was originally signed.
That process stalled and no MoU was ever finalised (meaning there
were no legal access and use rights at all for Baka communities
between 2001, when the Park was created, and the signature of the
MoU in 2019). However, in approximately 2018, in the aftermath
of numerous public denunciations of violations by eco-guards of
the human rights of the Baka who were still using Park areas that
overlapped their traditional lands, the process was revived. All
stakeholders interviewed in the course of this evaluation agreed
that an MoU was, and remains, necessary to address these issues.

A variety of concerns were raised around the revived consultation
process; these have been documented elsewhere?” and will not be
outlined in full here; it should be noted that these criticisms may
be disputed by some stakeholders (such as the LNP management
or WWF). However, in the view of the authors these points are
important for understanding some of the current context of
implementation (and some of the challenges that have been faced
in implementation).

First, there were general criticisms about the lack of informed
participation by Baka communities in the process. While there
may have been some sensitisation meetings (including some after
signature), it does not appear that these were very widespread

or comprehensive, and it is generally clear that most Baka

communities in the vicinity of the three parks had very limited

or no understanding of the MoU prior to its signature.?® This was
particularly the case for communities around Nki National Park,
which was only added to the MoU process at the last minute (after
stakeholder meetings had already taken place).?”

Second, and very significantly, several key elements of the MoU
contents were changed unilaterally by MINFOF after a draft was
submitted from the stakeholder consultation process. In addition
to excluding several specific proposals that had been put forward
by (the few) community representatives,* the MoU made a
significant change in relation to access rights. Specifically, in lieu
of explicitly setting out access rights in the MoU, the MoU instead
indicated that access rights would be defined by separate annual
action plans to be agreed between MINFOF and Baka communities
(represented by ASBABUK). This added an additional step - which
is in effect an additional barrier - to access by Baka communities in
practice, and the authors suggest that it would be sensible to review
this approach in future revisions of the MoU.

2.2 Requirements of the MOU

The MoU as finally signed imposes obligations on both MINFOF
and on ASBABUK and/or Baka communities (in fact, the
commitments made by ASBABUK appear to be made in part on
behalf of ASBABUK as an organisation, and in part on behalf

of Baka communities as a whole).* The three broad areas of
collaboration in the MoU are stated to be developing and managing
the National Parks and their surrounds, protecting and promoting
the rights of local communities, and capacity building. A key
provision is article 3.2, by which the Parties - MINFOF and
ASBABUK - “undertake to draw up an action plan each year

that shall specify all activities to be undertaken in the targeted
Protected Areas and their vicinities”. There are then a series of
commitments (7 each by ASBABUK and MINFOF) in articles

4 and 5. Finally, article 7 foresees that “the Parties” will set up a
functional consultative body in each Park by an act signed by the
Regional Delegate of Forestry and Wildlife, which shall meet at
least twice ayear. The MoU has a duration of 3 years, “renewable
after evaluation”.

26 FPP and Okani were involved in these initial consultations as part of a consortium of actors including WWF, CED, CEFAID and GIZ.

27 FPP letter to MINFOF, February 2018; C Clarke (2019), op. cit.

28 This was indicated in prior fieldwork, and was again borne out by the fieldwork carried out in the course of this evaluation. All communities visited said
they were not consulted before the MoU was signed, and ASBABUK and community leaders present in the pre-MoU stakeholder consultation meetings
confirmed they did not organise meetings with communities to provide feedback or obtain input — nor was there any specific support for this.

29 Nkiwas included when, in the final iteration of the MoU issued by MINFOF for signature, instead of proposing a separate MoU for Lobeke and
Boumba-Bek, one MoU covering not only Lobeke and Boumba-Bek but also Nki was proposed.

30 Such as arole for the Kulawe — Baka elders/representatives — in implementation, and proposals for a complaint mechanism.

31 For example, the commitment to “educate the Baka people to live up to the commitments undertaken for the sustainable management of resources in
the targeted National Parks” would appear to be directed to ASBABUK, whereas the commitment to “perform their traditional activities in the targeted
National Parks in accordance with the action plan” appears to be directed to Baka communities as a whole.
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Box 2: Excerpts of MoU for Lobeke, Boumba-Bek and Nki National Parks: On access
to resource areas of the Lobeke, Boumba-Bek and Nki National Parks to Baka local
communities under ASBABUK

Full version of MoU available here
Article1:

This Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) defines the framework regulating access to resource areas within Lobeke,
Boumba-Bek and Nki National Parks (North and South sectors) by the Baka local communities under the umbrella of the
association named ASBABUK.

Article 3: Scope
1) This MoU shall focus on the following areas of collaboration:

Developing the targeted National Parks and managing their outlying areas.

Protecting and promoting individual and collective rights of local communities in matters pertaining
to biodiversity conservation.

Capacity building.

2) The Parties hereby undertake to draw up an action plan each year that shall specify all activities to be undertaken
in the targeted Protected Areas and their vicinities in accordance with the terms hereof.

Article 4: Commitments of ASBABUK

Comply with the prescriptions of the Management Plan of the targeted National Parks.

Be involved in the implementation and monitoring of the execution of the activities outlined in action plan
referred to (Article 3.2).

Shun methods that are contrary to the principles of sustainable use of resources in the targeted National Parks
in accordance with the laws in force.

Report individuals who commit any illegal acts in the National Parks and their vicinities.

Educate the Baka people to live up to the commitments undertaken for the sustainable management of natural
resources of the targeted National Parks.

Designate their representatives in strategic, technical and communication related activities relating to the
management of National Parks in accordance with action plan referred to (Article 3.2);

Perform their traditional activities in the targeted National Parks in accordance with the action plan referred to
(Article 3.2).

Article 5: Commitments of MINFOF

Give the Baka people under the umbrella of ASBABUK easy access to resource areas in the afore mentioned Parks in
compliance with the action plan referred to (Article 3.2).

Use the manpower and /or expertise of Baka people as much as possible in the implementation of management
activities in the targeted National Parks.
Facilitate the creation of platforms for consultation and dialogue between government authorities, communities,

NGOs, and other development partners in the management of targeted National Parks.

Follow up relevant tip-offs by Baka communities as part of the sustainable management of natural resources of targeted
National Parks.

Inform and educate Baka communities on their rights and responsibilities in the conservation project of targeted
National Parks.

Acquaint Baka communities and other stakeholders with instruments regulating the management of targeted National
Parks and keep them informed on the role and responsibilities of each actor involved in the management of the Parks.
Build the capacities of Baka communities as much as possible in all aspects bordering on their involvement in the
management of targeted Protected Areas.
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Article 7: Monitoring and Evaluation

2) The Parties hereby agree to set up a functional consultative body in each Park, by an act signed by the Regional Delegate of
Forestry and Wildlife.

3) The body referred to in paragraph 2 above shall meet once in 6 (six) months, that is twice a year, not including extraordinary
sessions, which may be convened as the need arises. It shall be responsible for drawing up the action plan mentioned in article

3 paragraph 2.

4) Activities of the monitoring and evaluation body shall be coordinated by the Conservator of each Protected Area who
shall report to the Regional Delegate. It shall comprise two (2) ASBABUK representatives, officials of the conservation
service, 1 (one) local representative of the Ministry of Social Affairs (MINAS), 1 (one) civil society representative and 1 (one)

representative of development partners.

7) Meeting expenses of the abovementioned bodies shall be borne by the budget of the Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife,

Conservation services and, where applicable, the budget of the relevant community, as well as technical and financial partners.

2.3 Assessment of the MoU implementation and
improvements for Baka communities

This section looks first at implementation of the specific provisions
of the MoU, but also explores more broadly the question of whether
the several key issues that the MoU aimed to address — access
rights for Baka communities, a reduction in violence by eco-guards
and more effective participation and inclusion of Baka in Park
management — have seen improvements over this period. In doing
so, it identifies some further structural and other factors that are
currently underdeveloped in the MoU, or outside its scope, that are
hindering improvements in human rights outcomes. This section
draws heavily on information provided by respondents to

the evaluation.

2.3.1 (Lack of) awareness of the MoU

One key issue raised during the revived MoU process (and

later referred to in the final MoU document) was the need to
increase the awareness of the MoU within Baka communities

as an essential pre-requisite for its successful implementation.
It should be noted however that the pre-requisite should have
been for effective community participation throughout the MoU
conception process and FPIC prior to its signing.

Post-signature, there have been a number of activities aimed at
increasing communities’ awareness and understanding of the MoU
around the LNP, however, this evaluation has found that levels

of awareness and understanding amongst community members
remain low.

With technical and financial support from WWF, between 30 June
and 8 July 2019% (after the signature of the MoU), ASBABUK
carried out a campaign to sensitise communities around Lobeke
and parts of Boumba-Bek and Nki National Parks on the MoU and
the process that led to its signing. Two groups of five members
each carried out the campaign with one group covering the
Koumela — Ngatto Ancien and Libongo Bella axis (parts of LNP
and BBNP) and the other group covering Mambele — Mouloundou,
Mouloundou - Ndongo, Mouloundou - Kika and Kika - Socambo
axis (parts of LNP and NNP).

According to WWF, the Conservator of LNP carried out a
campaign to sensitise Baka communities around the LNP in
January 2021. However, the evaluation team has not received any
details of this campaign, its length, contents, or confirmation from
the Conservator that it took place.*

32 Hand-written activity reports : Rapport d’activités de la restitution, la sensibilisation et la signification du MoU aupres des communautés Baka ; and

Rapport de synthése des activités de sensibilisation des communautés Baka sur le MoU période du 30 Juin au 08 Juillet 2019.

33 The Conservator of Boumba-Bek NP also carried out a sensitisation trip in January 2021. The official report from the trip expressed regret at the
lack of ASBABUK presence on the ground. The mission had aimed to introduce ASBABUK to Baka communities around BBNP, but no member of
ASBABUK participated in this mission. According to the mission report, this appears to be the first attempt at outreach to Baka communities in the
vicinity of Boumba-Bek. although as explained above, ASBABUK's trip reports indicated that some members carried out sensitisation activities as far as
Ngatto Ancien (a community riparian to BBNP) in their previous trip. (MINFOF, 2021. Mission de sensibilisation des parties prenantes du MoU entre
ASBABUK et le MINFOF autour du Parc National de Boumba-Bek. Janvier 2021.)
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‘While laudable in themselves, it is the authors’ view that these
efforts towards supporting community understanding of the
process are insufficient when considering the needs and current
capacity of Baka communities and reflect an underestimation
of'the level of engagement needed to support Baka communities
effectively in processes such as these which are, ultimately, alien
to them. An 8-day mission by ASBABUK, even with two teams,

is simply inadequate to explain the MoU process and contents to
Baka communities in the vicinity of three vast parks, bearing in
mind the remoteness, low levels of formal education, and lack of
previous experience of these communities in such processes. This
is even more the case bearing in mind that ASBABUK is itself still
developing its own capacity and has demonstrated that it does not
yet fully master the MoU processes itself.

These observations are borne out by trip reports from other actors
in the field. From 8-23 November 2019 - less than 5 months after
ASBABUK’s previous mission - WWF and ASBABUK carried

out a joint mission® to consult with Baka communities on the
development of access and resource management rules to be
applied in the Lobeke NP (rules that were later adopted by the
consultative body meeting that same month - see below). The
mission report of this activity states that due to alack of knowledge
on the MoU’s existence amongst Baka communities, the team

had to first summarise and explain the context of the MoU before
turning to the mission’s objectives.

This was further confirmed by the experiences of the evaluation
team during their visit. At a meeting the evaluation team organised
in Doumekefio (in which Baka from Dissassoue, La Vie and
Salapoumbe also participated), the only person mentioned by the
community as having talked to them about the MoU was Simon
Hoyte, a British PhD researcher from University College of London
(UCL). In several Baka communities visited, lengthy explanations
of the MoU content by the evaluation team were required
(including prompting communities by referring to different
meetings held in communities by external actors (ASBABUK,
WWF, MINFOF, Okani, etc.)) to help communities understand
what was being discussed. Communities would then remember
meetings with certain key people, notably Yvette (a Baka woman
who works for WWF in Boumba and Ngoko area), or Adjina
Ernest and Makiko Crepin of ASBABUK, in communities where
ASBABUK carried out sensitisation after the MoU was signed.

In feedback received by the evaluation team on the draft version of
this evaluation report, WWF commented that the work by Simon
Hoyte should also be noted. The evaluation team subsequently
spoke to Mr Hoyte, who indicated that he had visited the zone in
November 2020, after WWF had engaged ExCiteS, a UCL research
group, to introduce a monitoring software known as Sapelliin 6

Baka communities in the zone.* This work was not specifically
aimed at raising community awareness of the MoU, although it
inevitably included some elements of this (although only in 6
communities). Mr Hoyte said that one potential use for monitoring
data that was discussed with communities was to support the
development of action plans, although he noted that it had not been
used in this way to date to his knowledge. Mr Hoyte also confirmed
that none of the data points collected by communities to date is
within a national park, corroborating that there remains a lack of
access in practice to these areas. It is nonetheless a very positive
initiative which invests directly in Baka community capacity, and
further investment of this nature should be encouraged.

The evaluation team has not come across any other mission or
project reports that indicate other instances of sensitisation.
Baka communities remain largely ignorant of the contents of

the MoU (with obvious implications for their ability to take
advantage of any improved access arrangements). The lack of
significant outreach and engagement with Baka communities has
contributed to significant suspicion of the MoU process amongst
Baka communities. Even after the evaluation team explained the
contents of the MoU to communities, there was some distrust
amongst community members with some suggesting this might be
aplot by the government to get them arrested.

ASBABUK’s president, Adjina Ernest, insists that the MoU
sensitisation must be a continuous process and not a one-off
activity to ensure that Baka communities effectively understand it,
a sentiment with which the evaluation team agree.

During the feedback meeting, WWF announced that ASBABUK
has developed a strategy® (action plan) to implement the MoU,
supported by CEFAID. It is unclear when this strategy was
developed. ASBABUK did not refer to it at all during the three days
the evaluation team spent with them during fieldwork, which leads
the evaluation team to conclude that either their appropriation of
the strategy is minimal, or it has been prepared subsequently.

A draft of the strategy document, provided to the evaluation

team by WWT, details some further activities to be carried out,
including further dissemination and explanation of the MoU and
the establishment of sectorial focal points. Although the draft
document was provided to the evaluation team late in 2021, a final
version was not provided despite requests. The evaluation team
has thus considered the draft.

The stated objective of the document is that at least 80% of the
MoU’s objectives are met by the end of the year 2021. However,
the document provides very limited detail on which objectives
of the MoU are being targeted or how the planned activities will

34 WWEF field mission report, Novembre 2019. Appui aux communautés Baka dans la mise en ceuvre du MoU signé entre le MINFOF et ASBABUK pour
T'acces libre des Baka dans le PNL. Report by NSANOU FUMBA Cynthia, Volontaire WWF-Jengi-TNS.

35 Further information about this project is explained in the ExCiteS blog by Mr Hoyte here: https://uclexcites.blog/2021/01/17/decolonising-protected-

areas-sapelli-in-eastern-cameroon,/

36 Strategie ’ASBABUK pour la mise en oeuvre du MoU.
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achieve them. The document also does not address the fact that
significant responsibility for achieving the objectives rests not with
ASBABUK but with MINFOF and the relevant park management
structures, and no information is provided on how MINFOF will be
engaged through this process. While the document is a good start
and initiatives by ASBABUK to support better Baka community
engagement to implement the MoU are definitely worthy of
support, the document is not, in the view of the evaluation team, a
clear plan of action for implementation of the MoU. The evaluation
team was also not provided with any information about whether
these activities have been implemented in 2021 as foreseen.

2.3.2 Consultative body

Under the terms of the MoU, the Parties agreed to set up a
“functional consultative body” for each park, which was to meet
once every 6 months. Inter alia, the consultative body was to be
responsible for drawing up the action plans allowing Baka access.

A service note No 19/2371 of the MINFOF Regional Delegate

for the East Region created the MoU Consultative Body for LNP
on September 3rd 2019, An initial meeting of the consultative
body was organised by the Lobeke conservation authorities on
November 29, 2019, in Moloundou.*® One of the objectives of

this meeting was to present and validate Baka access rules into

the LNP. The meeting was attended by different stakeholders
operating in the area including officials of MINFOF, local elected
authorities of Moloundou and Salapoumbe, representatives of local
COVAREFs¥, Safari companies and FMUs as well as local and
international NGOs including WWF, CEFAID and ASBABUK - a
composition which is substantially wider than that indicated in the
MoU itself). While various other stakeholders were added to the
meeting, the statement released at the end of the meeting (which
has been reviewed by the evaluation team) indicated only 3 Baka
(ASBABUK members) were present (out of over 20 participants),
and no additional community members were invited. This was
apparently considered adequate, since representativity of the
interests of Baka communities was considered to be assured by the
presence of representatives from MINAS and other NGOs. Given
that Baka access is the most critical issue for this body to discuss,
the evaluation team does not consider that this is adequate and
suggests that additional community representatives should be
included in future meetings.

During the feedback meeting in October 2021, it was said that a
second meeting of the Consultative Body took place in Salapoumbe
in 2021. However, despite requests, the evaluation team is yet to get
any evidence of this meeting or any details of its contents.

2.3.3 Action plans

As noted above, the parties to the MoU (MINFOF and ASBABUK)
committed to developing annual action plans that would specify
all activities to be undertaken in the three protected areas and
their peripheries.*’ The consultative body of each protected area
(coordinated by the Conservator) is responsible for drawing

up these yearly action plans.* These plans are supposed to be
developed and agreed upon through a consultative process
overseen by the Conservator, detailing activities to be carried

out by both parties to the MoU in the relevant national park, and
notably specifying access arrangements for Baka communities.

There was significant confusion over the existence and/or contents
of'an action plan throughout the course of this evaluation, which
was only definitively resolved after the final draft of this report had
already been submitted, when FTNS provided FPP with an action
plan dated August 2021. It is nonetheless worth setting out the
different information received about the action plan - and differing
alleged documents reflecting its contents — during different phases
of'the evaluation, which reflects the generalised confusion about
this key implementation tool amongst the key stakeholders. This
confusion is itself a major problem for effective implementation: if
the key stakeholders themselves are not clear on whether an action
plan exists and what it says, communities will certainly not be
aware of it.

During its field evaluation in March 2021, the evaluation team did
not find any evidence of the existence of a formal annual action
plan for Lobeke NP. Asked about the action plan, the Conservator of
Lobeke NP informed the evaluation team that there was an existing
action plan, and the major difficulty is in its implementation.
Interviews with the WWF senior staffin Mambele indicated that
there was an action plan in the making, currently being drafted by
WWEF staff. ASBABUK, on the other hand, claim they are not aware
of'the existence of any action plans, nor have they been associated
in the drafting of one. ASBABUK, as the association “representing”
Baka communities, has primary responsibility for communicating
with Baka communities about the MoU, so if it is unaware not only
of'the details but the very existence of an action plan, it is inevitable
that communities themselves will remain in the dark.

37 Note de service No 19/2371/ NS/RE/DRFOE/SRFAP du 03 Sept 2019 Portant creation d'une instance de concertation dans le Parc National de Lobeke
pour lamise en ceuvre du Mémorandum d’Entente entre le MINFOF et ASBABUK.

38 MINFOF, 2019. lere réunion de I'instance de concertation dans le parc national de Lobeke pour la mise en ceuvre du memorandum d’entente.

Communique Finale.

39 COVAREF stands for Comité de Valorisation des Ressources Fauniques - local wildlife resource management committee.

40 Article 3 par 2 of MoU.
41 Article 7 par 3 of MoU.
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During the meeting of the consultative body for LNP that was
held on 29th November 2019 in Moloundou, there was an agenda
point for the presentation and validation of Baka access rules.
The document presented (annexed) is titled « Régles d'acces et

de gestion des ressources forestieres dans le cadre de la mise en
ceuvre du Mémorandum d’Entente signé entre ASBABUK et le
MINFOF »*, Until December 2021, it appeared to the evaluation
team that this was most likely the document considered by the
Conservator to be the “action plan”. The document imposes forest
access and resource management conditions, as well as forest
access periods for hunting, fishing, and gathering activities. It also
specifies sanctions that will be imposed on individuals who do
not respect these access rules. The document imposes “access as
families” and warns that individual access into the forest will lead
to sanctions (perhaps to reduce the risk of poaching) - a proposal
ASBABUK says is aviolation of their rights and the MoU. This
document, although not on any letterhead and unsigned, appears
to have been adopted at least informally and was shared with the
evaluation team by FTNS during the course of the evaluation (but
is different from the document subsequently shared in December
2021 - on which more below).

It appears in fact that the access rules were largely drafted by
WWE. The version adopted is identical - word for word - with a
version contained in the WWZF’s mission report from its November
2019 sensitisation meetings (previously reported) together with
ASBABUK.

‘When asked about these access rules, ASBABUK said that although
WWEF had discussed access rules in some communities prior to the
Moloundou meeting, ASBABUK had understood that this was part
of an information campaign by WWTF, not a consultation process,
and that they were not aware they had been adopted. Communities
were not given time to agree on or digest the provisions within the
rules (which were adopted the same month as the mission). The
same can be said of ASBABUK, who said they only saw these rules
at the Moloundou consultative body meeting in November 2020
(attended by only 3 ASBABUK members) and did not have time

to consult members or communities (or seek any other advice or
assistance).

Communities highlighted various concerns with these rules. They
said that going into the forest with the entire family only happens
occasionally for Baka, especially as their children now must attend
school. It is however common for a couple to carry out activities in
the forest together. They felt that limiting forest access to families
was an unjustified restriction of their access rights.

The communities also raised concerns about forms they were
supposed to fill in in order to access the forest that WWF started
distributing in communities shortly after the Moloundou meeting.
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Communities explained that they were told to fill these forms and
submit them to either the conservation services in Mambele or to
the MINFOF chef de poste at Salapoumbe or Moloundou each time
they wanted to access the forest. Communities reported that this is
the only way to get permission to carry out activities in the forest.
Only one ASBABUK member had ever filled out and submitted
this form to MINFOF authorities. This member explained that he
submitted the form to the Salapoumbe MINFOF chef de poste in
2020 but is yet to get any authorisation or even feedback from the
authorities.

More broadly, ASBABUK members explained that this system
presents alot of practical challenges including:

* Alarge majority of ASBABUK and community members are
not able to read or write, which makes filling out these forms
impossible. They explained that it was possible to find an entire
Baka village where nobody could read and write.

* Some communities are very far from the conservation services or
the chef de poste, making it very difficult to submit such forms.

Some ASBABUK members also questioned the utility or legality

of this authorisation form and the system put in place by MINFOF
and WWF. They said their understanding of the purpose of the
MoU was to allow free access for the Baka to the forest, and not to
require them to seek authorisation from anybody. In their view, this
represents a further restriction on their forest access rights.

During the evaluation team’s discussions with WWF Mambele
staff, these forms were brought up and the WWF staff confirmed
this was something instituted by WWTF, although the staff were not
well versed with its implementation and indicated they were new
to their roles.

In fact, the action plan finally provided to the evaluation team in
December 2021 - and dated August 2021 - is not this document,
and indeed does not contain any access rules at all for Baka
communities. The document is signed by representatives of the
LNP (i.e. MINFOF). ASBABUK, WWF and the President of a civil
society network connected to the Technical Operational Unit
(UTO) for the Sud-Est (which includes the protected areas of
Lobeke and Boumba Bek as well as areas outside such as forestry
and hunting zones*®). It appears to contain a workplan and budget
for various activities to be undertaken by different stakeholders —
including MINFOF, ASBABUK and others - such as the holding
of monitoring committee meetings, some capacity building with
Baka communities, as well as support for agricultural activities
and commercialisation of non-timber forest products. However,
it does not provide any basis for access for Baka communities in
the LNP, one of the principal objectives of the MoU. While the
requirement of an “action plan” may therefore be formally met, its
substance fails entirely to meet the need to provide clear access
rules for the Baka. In the meantime, other informal rules, including
those described above, continue to circulate. In the absence of any
formally agreed rules, there is a risk these informal documents are

being treated as unofficial conditions for access, without having
been adequately consulted or adapted and despite not having
juridical backing.

2.3.4 (Lack of) improvements in access

Beyond the annual action plans themselves, is the question

of whether Baka communities have in fact experienced
improvements in access to Park areas. Unfortunately, communities
the evaluation team spoke to had not experienced any
improvements in access after the signing of the MoU.

Baka communities considered it meaningless to talk about whether
the MoU was “timely” or “appropriate” to guarantee forest access
rights. Communities still do not believe they have guaranteed
access rights into the forests at all.

This is not surprising considering the factors referred to above.
Very few communities had knowledge of the MoU, and in the
absence of an action plan there are no clear rules for access
provided by the MoU alone. The “informal” rules that have
apparently been adopted are even less well known or understood
within communities, and ASBABUK itself was unaware that this
was being treated as the “action plan” which regulated access. The
contents of these rules is also problematic and creates additional
barriers to access.

In short, the MoU has not to date had the desired effect of
improving Baka communities’ access to and use of their traditional
forest areas within the National Parks in question.

There is a further problem of trust to address. Baka community
members often reported being fearful of entering the forest.
Sensitisation on the MoU and proposed “new freedom” to access
resources has done little to enable communities to eliminate the
fear of being arrested in the forest and taken to prison or being
physically assaulted by eco-guards or safari guards. Several
community members still do not believe they can access the forest.
There is a problem of collective consciousness — access restrictions
have been in place for many years. Sensitisation on access tends to
be done by actors who have not been involved in rights violations —
ASBABUK, Okani, CEFAID, etc. — and not by those who have been
directly involved in restricting access (eco-guards, Safari guards,
WWEF, etc.). As aresult, community members tend to be unsure of
and pessimistic about supposed new access rights. Sensitisation
on new access arrangements could be more effective if it comes
directly from well-trained eco-guards and WWTF staff (working
alongside communities’ trusted allies).

43 Arrete No. 055/PM du 6 Aout 1999 portant creation de I'Unite Technique Opérationnelle de Premiere Categorie denomme « Sud-Est ».
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Integrating these actors in sensitisation campaigns should be done
strategically — some CSOs interviewed explained - because some
community members may feel that eco-guards telling them that
they had access into the forest was just too good to be true and may
see this as a plot to arrest Baka in the forest. However, there are
generally some trusted members within the community of eco-
guards. And if high ranking officials like the Conservator personally
implicates himselfin sensitisations, it may go along way to clarify
doubts amongst Baka community members.

Beyond these issues concerning the MoU process and
implementation, however, are a wider range of problems stemming
from the limited scope of the MoU itself. Specifically, several CSOs
participating in the evaluation commented that the restrictions

on Baka access to their traditional forest areas were made worse
by the subsequent micro-zoning of the remaining forest areas in
the vicinity of the parks, which instituted other forest uses like the
different zones d’intérét cynégétiques (ZICs), forest management
units (FMUs), and community forests.

The ZICs - all located at the periphery of the national parks, and
therefore providing a “buffer” between the national park and

local villages — have all been leased out to sports hunting safari
companies, who have militarised their hunting zones, preventing
access (at risk of physical abuse) also to these areas, and creating
an additional barrier to access within the Park itself. This problem
has been increasing - limiting access and causing human rights
abuses - in the period since the MoU has been in force, as these
activities expanded.

Communities are now more scared of safari guards than eco-
guards. In communities like Doumfekio, Salapoumbe, Libongo and
Carrefour Ndjo Solo, communities say they cannot go to the forest
without encountering safari guards and without them being chased
out of the forest by these guards.
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The conservation authorities, CSOs and all communities living
around the LNP who participated in this evaluation agreed that
the safari hunting zones now constitute the main threat to Baka
access rights into the LNP. The conservation authority of LNP

felt the safari companies were an important stakeholder in the
area but they lacked an understanding of the purpose of the MoU
(and indeed, they were not involved in the MOU process at all,
which was focussed on the Parks). CSOs, on the other hand, did
not understand why the safari companies were left out of the MoU
process**. A CSO official who participated in post-MoU signatory
sensitisation activities said officials from a safari company
operating around Libongo did not know there was an MoU between
MINFOF and Baka communities. More broadly, even if they were
aware of it, as drafted it would not place any obligations on them.
Addressing this in the next phases of the MoU will be critical to
providing effective access for the Baka to both areas in the buffer
zones of the Parks, and to the Parks themselves.

CSOs interviewed thought it was imperative for the safari
companies to be signatories of the MoU or a separate MoU should
be in place for this purpose. However, the Conservator of LNP
thought that was not necessary. He thought that putting in place
different MoUs for different actors was a waste of time and that
all these zones were under the tutelage of MINFOF. He suggested
that MINFOF should take responsibility and oblige the safari and
logging companies to comply with Baka access rights if they want
to continue operating in the area.

2.3.5 Protection and promotion of individual and collective
rights of Baka

Although the Conservator of LNP is making an effort to address
and eliminate eco-guard abuse against Baka communities
(sanctions on personnel, service notes to urge respect of rights,
etc.), there is still a lot that needs to be done. Cases of physical
abuse of Baka committed by eco-guards around the LNP continue
to be documented, although many actors interviewed for this
evaluation refer to these as “isolated incidents”. The case of abuse
by eco-guards that occurred in May of 2020 - in which four Baka
men (who were in the forest mining gold) were intercepted by eco-
guards at a place called Pk 27, accused of poaching and subjected
to bodily harm by eco-guards - is the one that was frequently
mentioned. But communities interviewed say there have been
several other less severe unreported cases.

2.3.6 Gender

Baka women are important decision makers even though they
often stay in the background during meetings. Some CSO actors
interviewed felt that the MoU could not be more specific on
gender because they did not believe the Baka culture is gender
biased, as women have a major role to play in several traditional
practices. However, this analysis appears overly simplistic, and
gender inequities — taken in their context — need to be carefully
considered. It is not clear that Baka women always have the

same possibilities to participate in decision-making processes

if they choose to do so (perhaps for practical reasons, such as an
inability to leave the village to attend a meeting) - this is certainly
a possibility suggested by the gender inequity within ASBABUK,
as described below. In addition, Baka women’s cultural tendency
not to play a significant role in meetings — but to assert themselves
in other spaces instead — may be problematic if meeting spaces,
both inside and outside village, are the main forum for decision-
making used with outsiders, including CSOs and park authorities.
Baka men and women have different interests in the forest, and
they have different activities when they enter the forest, and it

is important to take steps to ensure both have been taken into
account. Even if there is not any major differential impact on
access, it would have been good to consider and address this point
explicitly in the MoU to ensure that implementation addresses
the needs of both men and women. For example, the requirement
to submit written requests to MINFOF at some distance from
villages may well present different barriers and risks for women
than for men.

The evaluation found that sensitisation campaigns did not
consider gender during meetings. In communities that ASBABUK
and others visited, there were no explicit gender considerations
adopted. There were no targeted efforts to get the views of different
groups within communities or separate discussions by sex or age
group, to collect diverse opinions. In meetings ASBABUK has
participated in after signing the MoU, there have been no women
representatives. ASBABUK itself'is more than 95 % male, and even
after the evaluation team asked for gender parity during the 3-day
discussions with the evaluation team, only one woman was invited
out of 12 representatives.

44 Ttis worth noting here that there is an existing agreement — Convention de Mambele between Safari operators, forestry companies and local
communities dating from 2007 focusing specifically on the use of wildlife resources within the buffer zones to the three parks. An evaluation of this

agreement and its implementation are beyond the scope of this study.
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2.3.7 Awareness of MoU commitments among ASBABUK
and Baka communities

ASBABUK itselftook on several commitments as a party to the
MoU (some of which appear to (seek to) apply more broadly to
“Baka communities”). As noted in comments above, for most
ASBABUK members, the principal purpose of the MoU was to
provide access for Baka communities to their forest areas within
the national parks. There is limited awareness of the other
obligations that ASBABUK (and “communities”) have taken on.

In fact, no community members interviewed by the evaluation
team were aware of any of the commitments ASBABUK
undertook (including on behalf of Baka communities) in signing
the MoU. When the question of commitments was discussed
with ASBABUK, only the president was aware ASBABUK had

commitments tied to the MoU: he explained that “ASBABUK took a
commitment to denounce all illegal activities within the 3 national

parks.” But this is only one of the commitments** ASBABUK
undertook in signing the MoU. There are six others, including a
commitment to perform their traditional activities in the targeted
national parks in accordance with the action plan to be drawn up
by both parties annually*®. Access rights, or lack thereof, is decried
within communities, and ASBABUK was expected to be most
aware of this clause and of the need to create an action plan, and to
push for its effective implementation.

Group photo with ASBABUK members.
Photo credit: Alima Galgale

The evaluation team later shared the experience from discussions
with ASBABUK on their commitments with some interviewees
and the feedback was that they were not surprised that ASBABUK
and community members were not aware of their commitments
within the MoU or that the only knowledge about it was to report
illegal activities carried out within the parks. They suggested

this was a narrative that suited the interests of conservation
authorities/organisations. They said that there are no efforts to
broaden communities’ understanding of the MoU to ensure their
effective participation in the management of natural resources
within the protected areas.

45 Article 4 line 4 of the Memorandum of Understanding between the Ministry of Forestry and Wildlife (MINFOF) and Association Sanguia Baka Buma’a
Kpode (ASBABUK) on Access to Resource areas of the Lobeke, Boumba-Bek and Nki National Parks to Baka local communities under ASBABUK.

46 Article 4 line 7 of MINFOF-ASBABUK MoU.
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Itisimportant to underline the fact that the commitments made by
ASBABUK were not accompanied by any systematic financing or
other support arrangements. It is incredibly unrealistic to expect a
small Baka organisation, with still low organisational capacity, to
take on commitments of this nature across a vast geographical area
without any financial, technical, or other support.

2.3.8 Awareness of MoU commitments within MINFOF

As for MINFOF, the management level within the LNP at
Mambele was aware of MINFOF’s commitments within the
MoU but considers there are enormous challenges of building the
capacity of all relevant actors (specifically eco-guards, ASBABUK
and communities) to ensure a smooth rollout of the MoU. The
Conservator of Lobeke NP called for specific trainings for eco-
guards on human rights, Indigenous Peoples issues, etc, a call
echoed by other actors in Mambele, including AADIC*, who

felt that despite good intentions of MINFOF, there were still
some eco-guards who are yet to grasp the spirit of the MoU, do
not understand the nature of Baka lifestyle or that communities
have rights protected by national and international law. It seems
therefore that while at senior management level the MoU is
understood, there is not necessarily a good understanding of its
terms by National Park staff, and particularly eco-guards and
others with direct interaction with Baka communities, for whom
this understanding is critical.

2.3.9 Legitimacy of ASBABUK as representative of all
Baka communities

A question raised by a number of actors (particularly CSOs and
communities) was the legitimacy of ASBABUK as representative
of all Baka communities living in and around the Lobeke, Boumba-
Bek and Nki NPs. It should be noted that ASBABUK itself does not
claim such alevel of representativity. ASBABUK members say it
is not arole that it assumed of its own accord; rather, ASBABUK
feels it was manoeuvered into that position to facilitate the signing
of the MoU. It was undoubtedly easier for MINFOF to choose
ASBABUK - one of the only Baka associations in the area — to
“represent” Baka communities, rather than engage in the much
more onerous and costly process of seeking signature community
by community (as e.g. happened with the MoU in relation to the
Ngoyla Fauna Reserve).

Within Baka communities around the LNP, little is known of
ASBABUK. Very few community members knew of the existence of
ASBABUK: even in Doumefekio, a Baka community in Salapoumbe
sub-division, home to Makiko Crepin (ASBABUK’s accounts
auditor), and in which the ASBABUK President is currently
residing, community members were not aware of the existence

of an association called ASBABUK at the time of the community
meeting the evaluation team organised for this work.*®

This assessment of ASBABUK’s legitimacy as a representative of all
Baka communities was called into question by some actors, notably
WWF and CEFAID, in comments on the report and feedback during
the restitution meeting. It was said that FPP had failed to recognise
that ASBABUK was not a civil society organisation, but was instead
acommunity-based organisation whose legitimacy was therefore
self-evident. FPP disagrees with this comment which is inconsistent
with, and shows a profound misunderstanding of, the international
legal right of indigenous peoples to represent themselves through
their own freely-chosen representatives.

A principle of engagement with indigenous peoples about
activities or measures that concern them - and of free, prior and
informed consent - is that communities be entitled to represent
themselves through their freely-chosen representatives.”* The
mere existence of acommunity-based association — which can be
created without any community consensus or agreement —does
not automatically make it the chosen representative of those
communities. Representation requires the specific endorsement by
those communities.

ASBABUK is, as a community-based organisation, entirely
legitimate in its own right and as an actor that can work with Baka
communities and advocate for Baka rights. Its membership of
community members can speak from first hand experience and
therefore have a greater legitimacy in that sense than external
CSOs or INGOs in such work. It is indeed very positive that a
local Baka community-based association is engaging in the MoU
process. That does not, however, give ASBABUK aright to speak,
act and sign documents for “all Baka communities”, unless it has
been given an explicit, and informed, mandate to do so by those
communities. ASBABUK may be given such a role in the future,
butitis clear that it does not have such a mandate from
communities at present. As noted above, ASBABUK itself
recognises that this is the case.

2.4 Capacity of ASBABUK

During the course of this evaluation, questions were raised not
only about ASBABUK’s representation of Baka communities, but
also its internal functioning and representativity. These questions
were also echoed during discussions with ASBABUK’s members,
specifically with respect to its effective representation of Baka
communities around LNP (where ASBABUK is based). Some
ASBABUK members complained about the lack of active members
from far away communities like Kika, Njombi or Libongo.
ASBABUK members equally questioned the criteria for selecting
participants in meetings where ASBABUK has been invited.

47 Association d’Appui au Développement Intégré et ala Conservation des Ressources Naturel (AADIC). Local Mambele-based association working on

local development and natural resource management.

48 Asfor communities around Boumba-Bek NP, even though the evaluation team did not visit these communities, the report from the MoU sensitisation
activity carried out by the Conservator of Boumba-Bek indicated a lack of knowledge of ASBABUK within communities around BBNP.

49
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They accused the President and the Accounts Auditor of
monopolising the association, sharing the participation at
meetings amongst themselves and extending invitations only

to a select few when there are events requiring more than two
members. Also, ASBABUK members complained about the lack
of'atransparent decision-making structure within the association
and that the President singlehandedly decides on behalf of the
association. The legitimacy of ASBABUK’s President and close
confidants is highly disputed internally, the evaluation

team learned.®

These kinds of internal issues are not uncommon in small
community-based organisations whose experience and capacity
is often limited. Generally, ASBABUK members indicate the

need for further capacity building and support for organisational
development. Although “capacity building” was an objective of the
MoU, very limited if any support seems to have been provided to
ASBABUK in this regard.

Interviews with MINFOF, local CSOs and government social
service (Service de ’Action Social - SASO) alluded to the fact

that if the two parties (MINFOF and ASBABUK) do not hold to
their ends of the bargain, the efforts to put the accord in place
would be in vain. They noted that ASBABUK needed significant
support from all stakeholders to hold their end of the deal — making
reference to capacity development, effective sensitisation of
communities and being able to monitor the implementation of the
MoU, including the effective implementation of a grievance redress
mechanism® accepted by all actors.

ASBABUK members said they have not received any training to
enable them to better respect their commitments to the MoU or
monitor its implementation. They felt that capacity development
for Baka communities should go beyond the MoU process and
tackle alternative livelihood concerns like agriculture and
transformation and commercialisation of non-timber forest
products (NTFPs).

50 These concerns were shared openly during the 3 days the evaluation team spent consulting with ASBABUK.

51 See separate evaluation conducted by FPP and Okani in 2021 entitled, Evaluation indépendante du mécanisme de traitement des plaintes et du

fonctionnement du Centre des Droits de 'Homme de Mambele.



Table 1. Commitments specific to ASBABUK, MoU Chapter II, Article 4

MoU, Chapter II, Article 4: Commitments of ASBABUK

. Awareness by ASBABUK . .
Commitment 4 Progress in Implementation Other Remarks
members
Comply with the prescriptions of the Management Not aware ASBABUK President has often been invited to meetings on the renewal process of the LNP Not met
Plan of the targeted National Parks Management Plan. These meetings have generally had just one participant from ASBABUK and there
has been no feedback to other ASBABUK members or communities. Although ASBABUK’s President
participated in at least one meeting aimed at discussing the renewal of the LNP management plan, the
President indicated that he was not aware that this was a commitment set out under the MoU.
Be involved in the implementation and monitoring Not aware ASBABUK is not aware of the existence of an action plan. Although some ASBABUK members have Not met
of the execution of the activities outlined in the accompanied eco-guards in expeditions in the forest, this was organised on an individual basis based
action plan on their knowledge of the forest and not because of the MoU
Shun methods that are contrary to the principles Not aware Communities or ASBABUK did not provide any indications they were working towards this, even Partially met
of sustainable use of resources in the targeted unknowingly (nor was there any clarity over which methods were “contrary to the principles of
National Parks in accordance with the laws in force sustainable use of resources” as understood by the MoU).
Report individuals who commit any illegal acts in 1 ASBABUK member was aware Some community members mentioned this commitment but not because they were informed by More information
the targeted National parks and their vicinities. of'this commitment ASBABUK but because it is a common warning they get from MINFOF, WWF and other actors. It needed
should be noted that this obligation, if fulfilled, may place community members at risk of potentially
serious reprisals by illegal actors
Educate the Baka people to live up to the Not aware Some awareness-raising activities have been undertaken by ASBABUK with respect to the MoU. Insufficient
commitments undertaken for the sustainable
management of the natural resources of the targeted
National Parks
Designate their representatives in strategic, Not aware Designating participants for meetings is something that the President of ASBABUK does regularly. Insufficient
technical and communication activities relating to Most often, the President will attend any relevant meetings as he is the named invitee, or send another
the management of National Parks in accordance representative when he is unavailable.
with the action plan.
Perform their traditional activities in the targeted Not aware Communities or ASBABUK are not aware of the existence of an action plan. Communities do not Not met

National Parks in accordance with the action plan.

carry out their traditional activities in LNP.




Table 2. Commitments specific to MINFOF, MoU Chapter II, Article 5

MoU, Chapter II, Article 5: Commitments of MINFOF

Commitment Progress in Implementation Other Remarks
Communities do not have “easy access” to the Park (indeed, communities
remain largely unaware that they have the right to use the Park). Since the
. MoU signing in February 2018, 1 annual action plan has been developed,
Give the Baka people under the umbrella of ASBABUK easy access to 1eningl Ry . v ! p . velop .
R . . . . . dated August 2021. It does not provide any additional detail on community
resource areas in the afore mentioned Parks in compliance with the action Not met

plan referred to (Article 3.2).

access rights (e.g. access modalities, sustainable use rules, etc.). Other
informal access arrangements proposed are ill-adapted to communities,
for example requirements to submit written requests with MINFOF.
Communities do not use the Park.

Use the manpower and/or expertise of Baka people as much as possible
in the implementation of management activities in the targeted National
Parks.

No evidence supporting this was shared with the evaluation team.
Baka community members did not report any involvement in the
implementation of Park activities.

Not met / insufficient information received

Facilitate the creation of platforms for consultation and dialogue between
government authorities, communities, NGOs, and other development
partners in the management of targeted National Parks.

Beyond the consultative body covered by Article 7:2 of the MoU, no further
evidence supporting the implementation of this commitment was found.

Not met / insufficient information received

Follow up relevant tip-offs by Baka communities as part of the sustainable

. Not covered by the evaluation. N/A
management of natural resources of targeted National Parks. Y /
Some effort has been made to inform communities of their rights and
Inform and educate Baka communities on their rights and responsibilities | responsibilities under the MoU, however further work is needed to raise Partial
in the conservation project of targeted National Parks. awareness among communities and to integrate their perspectives and
needs.
Acquaint Baka communities and other stakeholders with instruments
regulating the management of targeted National Parks and keep them Baka communities displayed poor knowledge of Park management .
. o ters . . o Insufficient
informed on the role and responsibilities of each actor involved in the processes, roles and responsibilities.
management of the Parks.
Build the capacities of Baka communities as much as possible in all Baka communities are not currently invovled in Park management. The
aspects bordering on their involvement in the management of targeted evaluation team did not find any evidence to support the implementation Insufficient

Protected Areas.

of this commitment.




30 Indigenous Peoples’ Access and Participation in Lobeke National Park

Analysis

Despite goodwill and numerous actions from several actors, as
mentioned above, the implementation of the MoU has been weak
to date. Access arrangments have not been formally established,
consultative bodies appear functional if irregular, but communities
are largely unaware of their existence which means their capacity
to serve their consultative and monitoring and evaluation function
is limited. Baka communities have very little knowledge of,
understanding of, or trust in the MoU process and ASBABUK -
their formal representative — only knows marginally more. No
community considered that its access had been improved as a
result of the MoU, and most remain afraid to enter the forest.
There has been little support to ASBABUK, or indeed to the Park
management, to implement the MoU.

One positive note is that ecoguard abuses appear to have decreased
(although not disappeared). It is unclear to what extent this is
attributable to the MoU and/or better behaviour from ecoguards

- itmay also, for example, be linked in part to Baka community
members increasingly refraining from entering the forest out of
fear, which would indicate a counterproductive result. There are
however increasing indications of improved behaviour

by ecoguards.

The evaluation has also highlighted however that there are several
broader issues that also need to be addressed if the MoU is to
achieve its intended objectives around improving Baka access to
their traditional lands within the National Parks. These include in
particular the need to address access rights (and associated human
rights abuses) within the buffer zones around the parks in areas
controlled by third party actors (e.g. forestry or safari companies);
the need for a substantial investment in capacity building with
Baka communities and organisations, on a prolonged basis and on
a significantly wider scale than has been done to date; and a more
functional, and properly resourced, implementation structure.

Community meeting at Kika-Jerusalem.
Photo credit: Charles-Jones NSONKALI
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Recommendations

The specific recommendations of the evaluation team, some of 6. MINFOF, international partners and local CSOs should
which may best be adopted at the point of renewal of the MoU, significantly expand their engagement with and
are as follows:

. Access arrangements for Baka communities should be
set out explicitly in the MoU itself, and should continue
in force until and unless another replacement agreement
in reached - instead of requiring automatic renegotiation
every year, or even expiring at the end of an MoU. This is
important

as it avoids the (considerable) risk that the failure to prepare
and agree documents in a timely way delays, or causes a
lapse,

in access rights in between agreements. It also facilitates
greater trust in and comprehension of these rights by

Baka communities.

. (Revised) access rules should be developed that facilitate
easy and largely unfettered access for Baka communities to
the Parks as well as areas in the vicinity of each park. The
current informal rules developed for Lobeke have proved
unworkable and unduly burdensome for communities, and
should be revised in consultation with communities. As a
matter of principle, there should be a presumption that any
activity carried out by the Baka within a protected area is
permitted, unless explicitly prohibited in the text.

. Separate MoUs should be developed for each of the
three Parks, adapted to each context and negotiated with
communities in the vicinity of each Park (which may mean
that not all MoUs are the same). This is important to ensure
that the MoU addresses key issues for each area, can engage
better with other local stakeholders and (most critically) is
at a scale which permits better engagement with those Baka
communities that are directly affected.

. Access rights need to be clearly and legally established
not only in relation to National Parks, but also in relation
to buffer zone areas around National Parks (including those
under the control of third parties). There are multiple ways
this could be done, e.g. as multiple agreements or as one
master agreement for an area, or even by legislative reform.
In the short term,

an MoU.

. MoUs should be agreed with, and signed by, all Baka
communities that are affected by them. Whilst this is
more onerous than appointing a representative organisation,
it is essential both for the process of rebuilding trust between
conservation actors and communities, and to ensure that
communities are aware of the process and therefore can take
advantage of access rights.

support for the organisation and development of Baka
communities around each of the three Parks covered

by the MoU, with the objective of increasing community
capacity to participate in Park processes generally, as well as
to facilitate the emergence of legitimate community-based
representative organisations. Given the vast geographical
area covered by the MoU, and the logistical difficulties of
travelling in the zone, it is important that Baka communities
have access to support and organisational representation at
amore local level. Support for building this organisational
capacity — ideally involving local CSOs — needs to be properly
resourced, regular, and provided over multiple years.

. Ecoguards and other Park staff should be involved in

community engagement, consultation and sensitisation
work (alongside CSO actors), particularly in relation to
issues of access. This is an important step for rebuilding
trust as well as ensuring rules are well understood by both
communities

and ecoguards.

. Substantially more resources need to be allocated to

both negotiation of MoUs and ongoing engagement
processes. Resources should be allocated in particular to
Park management, CSOs / community organisations and,
importantly, communities themselves. Other conservation
and developments should ensure their interventions to
support Parks allocate adequate resources for improved
integration of rights.

. An effective and binding complaints and redress

mechanism should be integrated into the MoU to improve
accountability.

10.MINFOF and international conservation partners

should actively support the emergence of indigenous
controlled conservation areas in Cameroon, through
direct funding, capacity building and legal reform.
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Annexe 1: List of interviews conducted

Interviews Individuel
Nom Fonction/organisation Lieu delinterview Date de l'interview
Albert MBIO AADIC - Directeur Mambele 26 février 2021
Missoungla Francois
League Camerounaise de Droit
Idrissou ABOUBAKAR de ’'Homme (LCDH) Moloundou 26 février 2021
Alfred Willy OWONO Chef d’antenne CEFAID Mambele 02 mars 2021
Jean Paul Kevin MBAMBA|
MBAMBA Conservateur, MINFOF PNL Mambele 02 mars 2021
DAHIROU Moussa Mandela Centre International Moloundou 05 mars 2021
NABOUBOU Francis
Tongo Chef CESO/SASO Moloundou
IKFUINGEI Romanus
OBEKI WWF Mambele 06 mars 2021
University College London
ExCiteS research group Telephone 21 octobre 2021

Réunions Communautaires/Focus Groupes

Groupe ou Communautés

Nombre de participants

Lieu de réunion représenté F M Date de Reunion

Mambele ASBABUK 1 14 27,28 Fevrier et 1 mars 2021
Dissassoue, Salapoumbe, La Vie

Doumekefio et Doumekefio 7 47 03 mars 2021
Yenga Port Gentil, Yenga Centre

Yenga Kenga (Doucement) | et Yenga Kenga 22 22 04 mars 2021
Mbateka Cheferie, Mbateka

Dioula Njong et Dioula 19 21 05 mars

Njombi Njombi et Nguilili 7 17 06 mars 2021

Kika Jerusalem Kika Jerusalem et Zega 26 20 08 mars 2021

Carrefour Njo-solo (SEBC)| Carrefour Njo-solo 12 15 09 mars

Libongo Libongo 12 21 10 mars 2021
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Annexe 2: Question guide

Evaluation indépendante de la mise en ceuvre du MoU (entre TASBABUK et le MINFOF) pour
les parcs nationaux de Lobeke, Boumba Bek et Nki

Questionnaire pour ASBABUK et Communautés locale
PROFIL DEMOGRAPHIQUE

Nom du répondant / de la communauté:

Genre/et nombre: D homme D femme

Occupation principale (cite toute)

Education : Primaire Secondaire Université Formation professionnelle

Age:18 - 25;26 - 30; 31 - 35; 36 — 40; 41 - 45; 46 - 50; au-dessus de 50

Regard sur I’avenir : I'implication des Baka, leur savoir-faire et leurs perspectives d’avenir

A. Generale
1. Pourvous, quel est'enjeu (ou la difficulté) le plus important pour votre communauté ?
2. Comment surmontez-vous ces difficultés actuellement ?

3. Quel est'histoire de ce parc national, selon votre expérience ? Pourquoi était-il établi ? Il est commencé quand, qui est
venu vous en parler, quest-ce que vous avez pensé ?

4. Comment est-ce que vos vies ont changés depuis la création du Parc (chasse, cueillette, rites traditionnelle) ?

5. Globalement, pensez-vous que votre situation s’est améliorée ou s’est empirée a cause de la création du Parc ?

B. Sensibilisation a la biodiversité et 4la conservation

Exercice pratique : Pour comprendre les connaissances sur la biodiversité et la conservation parmiles membres de la communauté Baka,
les participants devront citer les espéces animales qui sont importantes pour eux, indiquer s’ils pensent que I’'animal est considéré comme
étant en danger, vulnérable ou sans risque. Pour les animaux considérés comme menacés ou vulnérables, les participants seront invités
adiscuter des raisons pour lesquelles ils pensent que c’est le cas et a suggérer des réponses/mesures de protection pour améliorer la

situation.

Les réponses seront regroupées selon le sexe, 1'dge et la profession afin de permettre une compréhension de la sensibilisation a la
conservation parmi les différents groupes au sein des communautés.
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C. Knowledge of environmental sensitivity and park governance

6.

10.

11.

12.

Quelle est la relation entre la forét, les plantes et les animaux qui 8’y trouvent et vos vies ? Avez-vous des responsabilités
al’égard de la forét, de ses plantes et de ses animaux et, si oui, lesquelles ?

Quelles sont les activités humaines qui peuvent perturber/dégrader la forét et entraver ce bien-étre ? Pensez-vous que
ces dommages sont réversibles ou irréversibles ? Veuillez expliquer votre réponse.

Connaissez-vous les régles et la réglementation du parc concernant la chasse, la récolte des PFNL et la péche ? Veuillez
expliquer ces régles.

Pouvez-vous identifier les organes de gestion du PNL ? Quels sont, selon vous, leurs roles ?

Selon la direction du PNL, le but du parc est de protéger la forét ainsi que les plantes et les animaux qui 8’y trouvent.
Dans ce cas, que pensez-vous que les gens devraient pouvoir faire dans le parc et que ne devraient-ils pas pouvoir faire
? Sivous avez identifié des choses que vous pensez que les gens ne devraient pas faire, qui pensez-vous qui les fait en ce
moment et pourquoi ?

Une des choses que le LNP est censé faire est de développer I”’éco-tourisme”. Savez-vous ce que c’est ? Pensez-vous que
c’est une bonne idée ? Pourquoi ou pourquoi pas ? Quel role y voyez-vous pour votre communauté si elle va de 'avant ?

Avez-vous déja été impliqué dans une décision concernant la gestion du parc ? Qu'est-ce qui s’est passé ? Connaissez-
vous 1"”organe consultatif” mis en place pour suivre la mise en ceuvre du MoU ? Que pouvez-vous me dire sur cet
organisme et ses activités ?

D. Gestion du parc national de Lobeke : La surveillance du parc

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Que sont censés faire les éco-gardes et comment le font-ils ?

Avez-vous déja participé a des activités des éco-gardes ?

Selon vous, quest-ce qui ne va pas dans 'approche de I'éco-garde ?

A votre avis, qu'est-ce qui motive réellement le braconnage dans le PNL ?

Comment pensez-vous qu’il soit possible d’y mettre fin ? Y a-t-il un besoin spécifique d’inclure Baka dans cette stratégie
? Comment cela peut-il étre fait ?
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E. Comment la gouvernance des parcs entre en conflit avec la culture Baka

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Quelles sont les coutumes traditionnelles des Baka (par exemple Moulongo, Maka, yeyi) que vous exercez dans la forét ?
En quoila pratique de ces cultures est-elle différente avant et apres la création du parc ?

Quel effet, le cas échéant, ces pratiques culturelles ont-elles sur la forét et sur les plantes et les animaux qui y vivent ?
Pensez-vous que certaines d’entre elles sont bénéfiques ou nuisibles et si oui, pourquoi ?

Quelles sont les activités des éco-gardes et de la direction du parc qui sont préjudiciables a vos valeurs culturelles ?
Que peut apprendre la direction du parc de vous dans ses efforts de conservation ?

Siles terres et les foréts couvertes par le PNL étaient rendues aux communautés Baka, que feriez-vous
pour en prendre soin ?

MoU

A.Pertinence

1. Que savez-vous du MoU, et comment et pourquoi il a été introduit ?

2. Dans quelle mesure le lancement du MoU a-t-il été opportun et approprié et quelle est son importance pour
les droits d’accés des Baka ?

3. Avez-vous, ouvotre organisation (ou communauté), participé ala conception du MoU ? Avez-vous été consulté ?

4. Comment vous, ou votre organisation (ou communauté), étes-vous impliqués dans sa mise en ceuvre ?

5. (POURASBABUK SEULEMENT) Quel était 'objectif du MoU ? Quelle différence était-elle censée faire ?
Pensez-vous que d’autres parties prenantes partageaient les mémes attentes ?

6. Avez-vousregu un avis juridique indépendant avant de signer le MoU ?

7. Etiez-vous sir du contenu du protocole d’accord lorsque vous l'avez signé ?

8. Avez-vous une copie du MoU ? Si oui, quand I'avez-vous recu, sinon pourquoi, selon vous ?

9. Avez-vous pu consulter toutes les communautés Baka autour des 3 parcs (Lobeke, Boumba Bek et Nki) avant de signer

le MoU ? Pensez-vous qu’il était important de les consulter ? (expliquez les réponses aux deux questions)

For Communities only

Quels sont les droits et les engagements des Baka dans le cadre du protocole d’accord ?

Quels sont les droits et engagements du MINFOF dans le cadre du protocole d’accord ?

Quelles sont les ressources clés qui vous sont utiles au sein du parc ? (PFNL, viande, médicaments, activités culturelles,
ete.)

Depuis I'entrée en vigueur du protocole d’accord, avez-vous pu accéder a ces ressources clés dans le parc ? (Expliquer la
réponse)

Quelles différences (le cas échéant) avez-vous remarquées depuis la signature du protocole d’accord ?

Quelqu’un vous a-t-il consulté dans votre communauté au sujet du contenu du protocole d’accord ou de sa mise en
ceuvre depuis sa signature (date) ?

Pensez-vous que le protocole d’accord est une bonne chose ? Comment sa mise en ceuvre pourrait-elle étre améliorée ?
Quel est votre espoir pour I’'avenir ?
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A. Efficacité (for ASBABUK only)

1. L'organe consultatif de suivi et d’évaluation a-t-il déja été mis en place comme le prévoitle MoU ? Quelles sont les
fonctions de cet organe ? Qui sont ses membres ? Combien de fois s’est-il réuni ?

2. Existe-t-il un plan d’action annuel pour garantir la bonne mise en ceuvre du MoU ? Si oui, comment ce plan a-t-il été
élaboré ? Et comment est-il mis en place ?

3. Pensez-vous que le MoU a contribué a la protection des droits des Baka vis-a-vis de la LNP ? Si oui, comment ?

4. Quelles raisons donnez-vous pour justifier votre réponse ala question 3 ci-dessus ?

5. Pensez-vous que la campagne de sensibilisation au MoU menée par le WWF et TASBABUK a été efficace ? Avotre avis,
les Baka réguliers comprennent-ils ce qu’est le protocole d’accord et leurs roles et responsabilités ?

6. Connaissez-vous les engagements spécifiques de 'ASBABUK ? Comment 'TASBABUK respecte-t-elle cet engagement ?

7. Quel est votre espoir pour I'avenir ?

Des choses planifiées qui n’ont
pas été faites

Les choses planifiées qui ont
été faites

Des choses positives
imprévues qui ont été faites

Les choses négatives qui ont
été faites

Evaluation dela prise en compte par le MoU de 'utilisation des foréts par différentes parties de la communauté

Usage de la foret Homme

Jeune
(adolescent
Femme garcon / fille) Enfant

Quel saison et partie du
Parc?

Chasse alalance

Chasse au piege

Chasse ala cour

Cueillette (quoi/
saison?)

Peche

Ramassage

Ecorcage

Rites (lesquelles?)

Recreation
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B. Transversale (for ASBABUK only)

1.

2.

-

Depuis 'entrée en vigueur du MoU, qu’est-ce qui a changé ?

Que fait-on pour garantir que le MoU est mis en ceuvre de maniére efficace ? Qui dirige ce processus ?

Le “conseil consultatif” a-t-il été actif sur le terrain ? Quel est son role principal ?

Selon vous, quel aspect de la mise en ceuvre du MoU se déroule bien ?

Qu’est-ce qui aurait pu étre mieux fait, selon vous ?

Y a-t-il des facteurs qui entravent la réalisation des engagements énoncés dans le protocole d’accord ? Quels sont-ils ?
Y a-t-il des événements imprévus qui ont eu un impact positif ou négatif sur la mise en ceuvre du protocole d’accord ?

Quels sont vos points de vue sur les points suivants ? Veuillez expliquer vos réponses.

Lefficacité avec laquelle le WWF et le MINFOF ont coordonné et dirigé la conception et la mise en ceuvre du MoU.

ii. Lacapacité du WWF, du MINFOF et de TASBABUK a mettre en ceuvre le PdA.

iii. La collaboration entre le MINFOF, le WWTF et les autres partenaires tout au long de ce processus.

iv. Les capacités financiéres pour une mise en ceuvre efficace du MoU

v. Rapport surlamise en ceuvre du protocole d’accord.

C. Durabilite (For ASBABUK only)

1.

Y a-t-il des facteurs sociaux, politiques ou économiques sous-jacents qui peuvent empécher le non-renouvellement du
MoU alafin de sa période de mise en ceuvre ?

Le mécanisme de plainte mis en place est destiné a éviter et a résoudre les conflits potentiels entre les parties. Savez-
vous comment ce mécanisme fonctionne ? Est-il adapté au contexte local ? Veuillez expliquer votre réponse.

D. Genre (for ASBABUK only)

1. Commentle genre est-il spécifiquement pris en compte dans ce processus.

2. Comment les femmes et les hommes ont-ils été impliqués dans I’élaboration du MoU ? Et comment les femmes sont-
elles censées participer aux activités du MoU ?

Capacite

3. Y a-t-il eu des tentatives pour développer vos capacités en matiére de suivi du processus de MoU ? Y compris sur le
fonctionnement du mécanisme de plainte et sur la maniére dont vous pouvez accéder a ce mécanisme ?

4. Quelles lecons avez-vous tirées de l'ensemble de ce processus ?

5. Y a-t-il des cas spécifiques que vous aimeriez raconter pour montrer que le MoU est un succes ou un échec ?
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Annexe 3. Question guide for MINFOF and NGOs

Evaluation indépendante de la mise en ceuvre du MoU pour les parcs nationaux de Lobeke, Boumba Bek et Nki signé entre 'ASBABUK et
le MINFOF

Questionnaire pour les ONG et le MINFOF
A.Personal information

Nom of Répondant

Genre

Organisation et poste de service

No d’années de travail autour du PNL

B. Développement du MoU
1. Que savez-vous du MoU, et comment et pourquoi il a été introduit ?

2. Dans quelle mesure le lancement du MoU a-t-il été opportun et approprié et quelle est son importance pour les droits
d’accés des Baka ?

3. Avez-vous, ouvotre organisation (ou communauté), participé ala conception du MoU ? Avez-vous été consulté ?
4. Comment vous, ou votre organisation (ou communauté), étes-vous impliqués dans sa mise en ceuvre ?

5. Quel étaitl'objectif du MoU ? Quelle différence était-elle censée faire ? Pensez-vous que d’autres parties prenantes
partageaient les mémes attentes ?

6. Selonvous, le protocole d’accord et le document relatif au mécanisme de plainte devraient-ils étre annexés au plan de
gestion du PNP, actuellement en cours de révision ? Veuillez expliquer votre réponse.

C.Efficacité

1. L'organe consultatif de suivi et d’évaluation a-t-il déja été mis en place comme le prévoitle MoU ? Quelles sont les
fonctions de cet organe ? Qui sont ses membres et comment ont-ils été choisis ? Combien de fois s’est-il réuni ?

2. Existe-t-il un plan d’action annuel pour garantir la bonne mise en ceuvre du MoU (2019 ? 2020 ?) ? Si oui, comment ce
plan a-t-il été élaboré ? Et comment est-il mis en place ?

3. Pensez-vous que le MoU a contribué a la protection des droits des Baka vis-a-vis du PNL ? Si oui, comment ?

4. Pensez-vous que la campagne de sensibilisation au MoU menée par le WWTF et TASBABUK a été efficace ? Selon vous,
I'homme Baka comprennent-ils ce qu’est le MoU et leurs roles et responsabilités ?

5. Connaissez-vous les engagements spécifiques de 'ASBABUK ? Comment ’ASBABUK respecte-t-elle ces engagements ?
6. Connaissez-vous les engagements spécifiques du MINFOF ? Comment le MINFOF respecte-t-il ces engagements ?

7. LeMoU couvre 3 aires protégées, comment le MoU est-il mis en ceuvre pour le Boumba Bek et Nki ? Y a-t-il des fonds
pour samise en ceuvre ? Les plans d’action annuels sont-ils en place pour ces aires protégées ?
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D. Sujets Transversale

1.

i

Depuis 'entrée en vigueur du MoU, qu’est-ce qui a changé ?

Que fait-on pour garantir que le MoU est mis en ceuvre de maniére efficace ? Qui dirige ce processus ?
Le “conseil consultatif” a-t-il été actif sur le terrain ? Quel est son role principal ?

Selon vous, quel aspect de la mise en ceuvre du MoU se déroule bien ?

Qu’est-ce qui aurait pu étre mieux fait, selon vous ?

Y a-t-il des facteurs qui entravent la réalisation des engagements énoncés dans le MoU ? Quels sont-ils ?
Y a-t-il des événements imprévus qui ont eu un impact positif ou négatif sur la mise en ceuvre du MoU ?

Quels sont vos points de vue sur les points suivants ? Veuillez expliquer vos réponses.

Lefficacité avec laquelle le WWF et le MINFOF ont coordonné et dirigé la conception et la mise en ceuvre du MoU.

ii. Lacapacité du WWF, du MINFOF et de 'TASBABUK a mettre en ceuvre le MoU.

iii. La collaboration entre le MINFOF, le WWTF et les autres partenaires tout au long de ce processus.

iv. Les capacités financiéres pour une mise en ceuvre efficace du MoU

v. Rapportage sur la mise en ceuvre du protocole d’accord.

E.Durabilité

1. Y a-t-il des facteurs sociaux, politiques ou économiques sous-jacents qui peuvent empécher le non-renouvellement du
MoU alafin de sa période de mise en ceuvre ?

2. Lemécanisme de plainte mis en place est destiné a éviter et a résoudre les conflits potentiels entre les parties. Savez-
vous comment ce mécanisme fonctionne ? Est-il adapté au contexte local ? Veuillez expliquer votre réponse.

F. Genre

1. Commentle genre est-il spécifiquement pris en compte dans ce processus.

2. Quelles sont les implications du MoU pour les femmes et les hommes ?

3. Comment les femmes et les hommes ont-ils été impliqués dans I’élaboration du protocole d’accord ? Et comment les

femmes sont-elles censées participer aux activités du protocole d’accord ?

G. Renforcement des capacités

1.

Y a-t-il eu des tentatives pour développer les capacités des communautés Baka en matiére de suivi du processus du
MoU ?Y compris sur le fonctionnement du mécanisme de plainte et sur la maniére dont elles peuvent accéder a ce
mécanisme ?

Quels enseignements avez-vous tirés de 'ensemble de ce processus ?

Y a-t-il des cas spécifiques que vous souhaiteriez raconter pour montrer que le MoU est un succes ou un échec ?
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Annexe 4 : Copy of Baka access rules

REGLES D’ACCES ET DE GESTION DES RESSOURCES FORESTIERES DANS LE CADRE DE LA MISE EN (EUVRE DU
MEMORENDUM D’ENTENTE SIGNE ENTRE ASBABUK ET LE MINFOF

I. COLLECTE DES PRODUITS FORESTIERS NON LIGNEUX

Condition d’acces : I’acces dans le Parc National de Lobéké par les Baka se fait en famille et suivant le calendrier annuel
des activités. Ceciimplique que tout individu qui y va seul s’expose aux sanctions.

Conditions de gestion de la ressource : les techniques de collecte a utiliser dans le Parc doivent rester traditionnelles, a
faible impact sur la ressource. Il s’agit principalement de la cueillette sur pied, le ramassage partiel et un prélévement
limité de I'écorce d'un arbre.

Les activités s’effectuerons dans le respect de la délimitation des zones ressources élaborées par la cartographie du PNL.

Sont proscrits: L’'abattage oula mutilation des arbres

Ladestruction des jeunes plantes/arbuste

3.

Périodes de collecte : Juin & Aout : Grande période de la collecte des produits forestiers non ligneux telles Irgingia
gabonensis (mangue sauvage), Afrostyrax lepidophyllus (rondelle), etc; Octobre a Décembre : période de collecte des
produits tels Ricinodendron heudoletii (Djansang), Afromomum melegueta (Tondo), Monodora myristica (Pepe), etc;
Juillet & Mars Novembre a Janvier : prélévement de I'igname sauvage ; Tout au long de 'année : période de prélévement
du miel.

II. CHASSE

Les techniques de chasse qui seront utilisées seront essentiellement traditionnelles.

1.

Condition d’acces - Chasse avec des chiens ; - Utilisation des lianes au lieu du cable en acier pour fabriquer les piéges; -
Utilisation de lalance et interdiction formelle de I'accés et 'usage des armes a feu ni des munitions;

Condition de gestion : La chasse ainsi pratiquée sera destinée a la subsistance du ménage, conformément alaloi
forestiére de 1994 du Cameroun. A cette effet, les Baka se limiteront ala chasse de 01 4 03 gibiers au maximum
uniquement de la classe C tels le Porc Epic, le Liévre, etc. ainsi que des animaux a 'exemple du rat. - Pour les
communautés proches 'une de 'autre, celles-ci devront organiser les cérémonies groupées de JENGI. A cet effet, une
demande pour I'abattage d’un éléphant (une fois/an) doit étre rédigée et déposer aupres du service de la conservation et
n’étre exécutée qu'apres validation.

La chasse interdite durant la période de gestation des animaux (Juin a Septembre).
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III. PECHE

Seule la péche artisanale est autorisée a étre pratiquée dans le Parc. Le matériel autorisé est entre autre :

- La canne a péche ; - Les hamecons; - Les filets maillant de fond avec un maillage minimal de 50 mm ; - Les filets maillant de surface
avec un maillage minimal de 40 mm ; - Les filets a crevettes avec un maillage minimal de 10 mm au niveau du cul ; - Les filets maillant
encerclant avec un maillage minimal de 40 mm;

Tout poison ou produit toxique pour les espéces est strictement interdit dans la zone forestiére.

Périodes de péche : de Décembre a Mars (Grande saison séche); de Juin a Aot (Petite saison seche).

IV.ACTIVITES AGRICOLES

Toute activité agricole est interdite dans 'enceinte du Parc. L'abattage d’arbres pour des travaux champétres est proscrit.

V.SANCTIONS

a) En cas de non-respect des regles établis, 'individu accusé est traduit auprés du chef de la communauté Baka concernée et en présence
du personnel du service de la conservation ;

b) En cas de récidivisme, de pratique du braconnage/complicité, d’utilisation des armes a feu, de cables d’acier, le coupable sera
directement traduit en justice par la communauté et/ou le service de la conservation.

Tout déplacement d'un ménage Baka pour un séjour dans le Parc National de Lobéké doit obligatoirement étre signalé a 'avance au
relais communautaire élu par la communauté, qui travaillera en étroite collaboration avec I'association ASBABUK et le Service dela
conservation.
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Annexe 5: Annual Action Plan (August 2021)
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= SANGHA WWF  together possible.
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Tableau : Plan d’action de mise en ceuvre du MoU MINFOF-ASBABUK, relative 4 I’accés aux espaces ressources des communautés
riveraines Baka dans le Parc National de Lobéké pour le compte de I’exercice budgétaire 2021

Organiser une réunion (par trimestre) du comité de suivi-évaluation de la mise en

Activité
3.3, N 00 | 7,4% S
hoadsd euvre du MoU au sein du Pare National de Lobéké i 22001009 | i administrative
Collecte des données de citoyennetés auprés des relais communautaires (04 i Responsabiliser
3334 FN 1930 000 5,7%
z missions *02 personnes *06 mois) ) les KULAWE

3 | 3.3.3.5 | Organiser les Rétrocession des champs baka confisqués / par les tierces FN/ONDH | 2245 000 6,6% Portée par FN |
* Renforcer les capacités des membres du bureau |
de ASBABUK, ASDEBYM, ADBAM en gestion |
de caisse et a la connaissance des documents CIFED 3049 200 9,0%
régissant le fonctionnement de leur I"entité

Former et équiper les leaders
Baka, les membres
d’ASBABUK et les relais
communautaires (kulawé) sur :

Besoin exprimé
par les Baka

L A juridique respective. i
la sensibilisation de leurs pairs, = - - t . |
* Formation, des membres du bureau de

. Ie suivi de la mi re d | | Dévelo des
4 3336 \;s%"(’d e': “t“ze o "e)“;::' Y ASBABUK et des KULAWE, sur les techniques ouems df;per .
i /4 i
=0 rfn' yerdey <_nrs . e‘ de sensibilisation et d’animation communautaire CREDI 1842040 S,4% N |
partage d'informations liés a ks iy L sensibilisationet |
R ) . (actes illégaux, cas d'abus, activités des Baka dans : i
leurs communautés (animation le parc,) | animation i
c itaire, actes illégaux = — - : !
c::n::;j: ::;vita; Zsels ;iil:’ * Faciliter la transmission des connaissances | Combattre la
dans le a;c ) traditionnelles baka sur des techniques de ND | 2450000 1 7,2% disparition des
4 o prélévement des ressources (Chasse , PFNL). | L pratiques tradi
s 3337 Consu!te‘r les acteurs pour institutionnalisation des badges pour ASBABUK et, | ASBABUK/ | 500 000 | 1.5% Facilitation du
.. |Conceptiondesbadges, . ... .. T i L T
‘ . m— - - — FreEe i l -
i M.e:x}er une carr.lpagne d a?tuahsatlon ,de la. liste des ?\ula\\e et de définition des | ASBABUK / Facilitation du
¢ | 3.3.38 critéres de choix des représentants thématiques en lien avec 'aménagement du PNL 1 500 000 | 1,5% PNL
- PNL — e | | ”
Appuyer lz'x mise en place | * Filiere commercialisaticfn‘ des PFNL Baka AAFEBEN | 2000000 | 5.9% Identifiées par ’
N P— des AGR liées aux bakas | (Moloundou — Salapoumb¢) | | BAKA
i R ‘ *.Créatio‘n dA’un chalfxp d‘e Macabo (‘.15 ha/Champs / _— | o000 10.6% Identifiées par
i village) & Dissassou¢ et & Salapoumbe Ndongo | | | BAKA |
* Création d’un champs de plantains (1,5 ha/Champs / o Identifiées par
village) a Mbatika et 8 Momboué e 3600000 106% BAKA
* Création d’un champs de manioc (1,5 ha/Champs / Identifiées par
% 0,
village) a Nguilili et 4 Banana SREDL 600000 L BAKA
Appuyer le fonctionnement des centre secondaires d’Etat civil des
8 | 3.3.3.19 | arrondissements de Moloundou et de Salapoumbé et, la mise en place d’un FN 2000000 | 59% CNI Baka
systéme d’enregistrement des naissances et d’établissement des CNI.
9 Missions de suivi par le service de conservation PNL 4065470 12,0%
10 | Total budget MoU MINFOF-ASBABUK 33881710 | 100,0%
Fait a Yokadouma, le 20 aot 2021
Pour la commission de recadrage technique et budgétaire :
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